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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, October 2, 1980 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David Ford, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
Gracious Lord, giver of all grace and 

author of everlasting life, bless those who 
gather here to testify to the liberties with 
which we all have been blessed and to 
legislate for the welfare of our Nation. 
Temper our judgments and strengthen 
our resolve that we may faithfully serve 
in word and deed. Cause us to keep in 
remembrance our hostages who are 
separated from Nation and famil~. May 
we recall them in our p!'ayers until that 
time when they return and know the 
freedom they deserve. During the coming 
days may Your presence be with us and 
with all Your people that we may seek 
justice, love, mercy, and ever walk 
humbly with You. In Your holy name, we 
pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House his 
approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr. 

Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the amend
ments of the House to bills of the Senate 
of the following titles: 

s. 2043. An act to prO'Vide for research and 
coordination of research in the diagnosis, 
prevention, and control of malignant tumors 
in domestic animals, poultry, and wildlife; 

S . 2725. An act to extend certain author
izations in the Clean Water Act. and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill <H.R. 5048) entitled "An act 
to amend the act entitled 'An act to pre
serve within Manassas National Battle
field Park, Va., the most important his
toric properties relating to the battle of 
Manassas, and for other purposes,' ap
proved April 17, 1954 < 68 Stat. 56; 16 
u.s.c. 429b) ." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate 
to the bill <H.R. 5295) entitled "An act to 
amend title II of the Social Security Act 
to make the monthly earnings test avail
able in limited circumstances in the case 
of certain beneficiaries, to amend the 
technical requirements for entitlement 
to medicare, and to provide that income 
attributable to services performed before 
an individual first becomes entitled to 
old-age insurance benefits shall not be 
taken into account (after 1977) in deter
mining his or her gross income for pur-
poses of the earnings test." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments o! the 
House to the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill <H.R. 5612) entitled "An act 
to amend section 8(a) of the Small Busi
ness Act." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments o! the 
House to the amendment of the Senate 
numbered 15 to the bill <H.R. 6665) en
titled "An act to implement the Protocol 
of 1978 Relating to the International 
Convention for the Prevention of Pollu
tion From Ships, 1973, and for other 
purposes." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments o! the 
House to the amendment of the Senate 
to the bill <H.R. 6816) entitled "An act 
to provide for the exchange of certain 
Federal coal leases in the State of New 
Mexico for other Federal coal leases in 
that State." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed without amendment 
bills and a concurrent resolution of the 
House of the following titles: 

H.R. 5326. An act to authorize the · Secre
tary o! Agriculture to convey certain Gov
ernment-owned property in the Kisatchie 
National Forest to the State of Louisiana in 
exchange for certain property at old Camp 
Livingston, La.; 

H .R. 6065. An act to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide that m111tary leave 
be made available for Federal employees on 
a fiscal year rather than a calendar year 
basis, to allow certain unused leave to ac
cumulate for subsequent use, and for other 
purposes; 

H.R. 6440. An act to establish priorities in 
the payment of claims against the People's 
Republic of China; 

H .R . 6593. An act to regulate the feeding 
of garbage to swine; 

H.R. 7665. An act to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to divide the fifth judicial cir
cuit of the United States into two circuits, 
and for other purposes; 

H.R. 7779. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to authorize 3 addi
tional judges for the Tax Court and to re
move t he age limitation on appointments 
t o the Tax Court; 

H.R. 8103 . An act to rename the National 
Collection of Fine Arts and the Museum of 
History and Technology of the Smithsonian 
Institution as the National Museum of 
American Art and t he National Museum of 
American History, respectively; 

H.R. 8178. An act to amend title 28 to 
make certain changes in judicial districts 
and in divisions within judicial districts, and 
for other purposes; and 

H. Con. Res. 413. Concurrent resolution to 
authorize the printing as a House document 
of a revised edition of "The Capitol." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is re
quested, bills of the House of the follow
ing titles: 

H.R. 3122. An act relating to the tar11f 
treatment o! certain articles; 

H .R. 3765. An act to provide that market
ing orders issued by the Secretary of Agricul
ture under the Agricultural Marketing Agree
ment Act respecting walnuts may provide for 

any form of marketing promotion, including 
paid advertising, and that marketing orders 
respecting walnuts and olives may provide 
for crediting certain direct expenditures of 
handlers for promotion of such commodities; 

H .R. 4084. An act to provide for a coopera
tive agreement between the Secretary of the 
Interior and the State of California to 1m
prove and manage the Suisun Marsh in Cali
fornia.; 

H.R. 6086. An act to provide for the settle
ment and payment of claims o! U.S. civilian 
and military personnel against the United 
States for losses resulting from acts of vio
lence directed against the U.S. Government 
or its representatives in a foreign country or 
from an authorized evacuation of personnel 
from a foreign country; 

H.R. 6883. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to revise the rule re
lating to certain installment sales; 

H .R. 6975. An act to eliminate the duties 
on wood veneers; 

H.R. 8146. An act to provide a program o! 
Federal supplemental unemployment com
pensation. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 2887. An act to protect the confidentiality 
of data made available to the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics and for other purposes; and 

S . 3072. An act to establish the Rattlesnake 
National Recreation Area and Wilderness in 
the State of Montana. 

The message also announced that Mr. 
BENTSEN be a conferee, on the part of the 
Senate, on the bill <S. 1156) entitled "An 
act to amend and reauthorize the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act," vice Mr. Muskie. 

PRIVATE CALENDAR 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the order 
of the House of September 29, 1980, this 
is the day for the call of the Private Cal
endar. The Clerk will call the first indi
vidual bill on the Private Calendar. 

MRS. ALICE W. OLSON 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 5160) 
to amend the act entitled "An act for the 
relief of Alice W. Olson, Lisa Olson Hay
ward, Eric Olson, and Nils Olson." 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

DR. HALLA BROWN 

The Clerk called the Senate bill <S. 
1578) for the relief of Dr. Halla Brown. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
J,;assed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House Proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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the request of the gentleman from Wis
consin? 

There was no objection. 

CERTAIN ALIENS 

The Clerk called the Senate bill <S. 
707) for the relief of certain aliens. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the Senate bill, as follows: 

s. 707 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House ot 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for 
the purposes of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act, the following named aliens 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this Act upon payment of the 
required visa fees. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such aliens as pro
vided for in this Act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper officer to reduce by 
t he required numbers, during the current 
fiscal year or the fiscal year next following, 
the total number of immigrant visas and 
conditional entries which are made available 
to natives of the countries of the aliens' birth 
upon paragraphs ( 1) through ( 8) of section 
203(a) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act: 

BANMAN-Redecop, Diedrich 
Ba.nman-Redecop, Aganetha 
Banman-Redecop, Agatha 
Banman-Redecop, Hallena 
Banman- Redecop, Mary 
BERGEN-Neudorf, Bernard 
Bergen-Guenther, Susana 
Bergen-Guenther, Justina 
Bergen-Guenther, Helena 
Bergen-Guenther, Bernhard 
BERGEN-Reddekopp, Bernhard 
Bergen-Neudorf, Helena 
Bergen-Neudorf, Elizabeth 
BERGEN-Neudorf, John 
Bergen- Wall, Elisa 
DUECK-Loewen, Cornelius 
Plett-deDueck, Anna 
Dueck-Plett, Cornelius 
Dueck-Plett, Frederick 
Dueck-Plett, John 
Dueck-Plett, Anita 
Dueck-Plett, Dennis 
Dueck-Plett, Klaas 
Dueck-Platt, Elizabeth 
DUECK-Loewen, Edwin 
Plett-de Dueck, Margaretha 
Dueck-Plett, Bernard 
Dueck-Plett, Norman 
Dueck- Plett, Harold 
Dueck-Plett, Peter 
Dueck-Plett, Irene 
Dueck-Plett, Raymond 
Dueck-Plett, Robert 
DUECK-Loewen, Henry 
Kornelson-de Dueck, Mary 
Dueck-Kornelson, Milton 
Dueck-Kornelson, Dale 
Dueck-Kornelson, Elizabeth 
Dueck-Kornelson, Paul 
Dueck-Kornelson, Kenneth 
Duec'{-Kornelson, Myrtle 
DUECK-Plett, Lorenzo 
Dueck~e Dueck, Erna 
DUECK-Loewen, Norman 
Kornelson-de Dueck, Elvira 
Dueck-Kornelson, Glenn 
Dueck-Kornelson, Carol 
DUECK-Lcewen, Peter 
Wolf~e Dueck, Marla. 
Dueck-Wolfe, Lorna. 
Dueck-Wolfe, Richard 
Dueck-Wolfe, Terry 
Dueck-Wolfe, Garland 
DYCK-Quiring, Francisco 
Dyck-Wolfe, Agatha 
Dyck-Wolfe, Aganetha. 
Dyck-Wolte, Daniel 

Dyck-Wolfe, Franz 
Dyck-Wolfe, Susana. 
DYCK-Teichroeb, Heinrich 
Dyck-Martens, Aganetha 
Dyck-Martens, Aganetha 
DYCK-Neudorf, Jacob 
Wiebe-Froessen. Helen 
DYCK-Dyck, Peter 
Dyck-Loewen, Katharlna 
Dyck-Quirlng, Aganetha. 
Dyck-Quiring, Aganetha 
Dyck-Quiring, Benjamin 
Dyck-Quirlng, Elizabeth 
Dyck-Quiring, Heinrich 
Dyck-Quiring, Jacob 
Dyck-Quiring, Margarita 
Dyck-Quiring, Maris. 
DYCK-Loewen, Peter 
Dyck-Freesse, Agatha 
Dyck-Freasse, Fran~ 
Dyck-Froesse, David 
Dyck-Froesse, Helena 
Dyck-Froesses, Abram 
Dyck-Froesses, Aganethe. 
Dyck-Froesses, Bernhard 
Dyck-Froesses, Guillermo 
Dyck-Froesse, Helena. 
Dyck-Froesses, Peter 
Dycl{-Martins, Johan 
Dyck-Martlns, Margarita 
FEHR-Friescn, Peter 
Peters-Friesen, Aga.netha 
FRIESSE:N-Peters, Abraham 
Dyck-Martins, Margarita 
Friessen-Dyck, Elizabeth 
FRIESEN-Friesen, Edward 
Kornelson-de Friesen, Elizabeth 
Friesen-Kornelson, Jim 
Friesen -Kornelson, Dennis 
Friesen-Kornelson, Ronald 
Friesen-Kornelson, Floyd 
FRIESEN-Friesen, Jacob 
Frlesen-Teichroeb, Elisabeth 
Friesen-Teichroeb, Jacob 
FRIESEN-Friesen, Johan 
FRIESSEN -Peters, Corny 
De Frlessen-Dyck, Agar..etha. 
Friessen-Dyck, Abraham 
FROESE-Hamm, Cornelio 
Froese-Bergen, Helena 
Froese-Bergen, Jacob 
Froese-Bergen, Katharins. 
Froe.se-Bergen, Kaiharina. 
Froese-Bergen, Margarita 
FROESE-Peters, Pedro 
Froese-Froesse, Elizabeth 
Froese-Froesse, Pedro 
Froese-Froesse, Jacob 
Froese-Froesse, Elizabeth 
GIESBRECHT-Bikert , Abraham 
Giesbrecht-Klassen, Judith 
Giesbrecht-Klassen, Abraham 
GIESBRECHT-Frie~en, Jacob 
GIESBRECHT-Friesen, Peter 
Froese, Katharina 
GOERTZEN-Giesbrecht, Isaak 
Goertzen-Knelsen, David 
Goertzen-Knelsen, Francisco 
Goertzen-Knelsen, Isaak 
Goertzen-Knelsen, Katharina 
Goertzen-Knelsen, Maria 
Goertzen-Knelsen, Susana 
GUENTHER-Fehr, Jacob 
Guenther-Hiebert, Katharina 
GUENTHER-Zacharias, Jacob 
HARM&-Dyck, Abraham 
Harms-Reimer, Abraham 
Harms-Reimer, Maria 
Harms-Reimer, Martha 
HARMs-Andres, Abram 
Harms-Neufeld, Abram N. 
Harms-Neufeld, George 
Harms-Neufeld, Helena. 
Harms-Neufeld, Jake 
Harms-Neufeld, Johan 
Harms-Neufeld, Margaretha 
Harms-Neufeld, Maryann 
Harms-Neufeld, Sara 
Harms-Neufeld, Sara 
Harms-Neufeld, Tina 
HARM5-Dyck, Issac 

Harms-Rempel, Ana. 
Harms-Rempel, Abraham 
Harms-Rempel, Bernardo 
Harms-Rempel, !sack 
Harms-Rempel, Katharina 
Harms-Rempel, Susana. 
Harms- Rempel, Susana 
HARM&-Dyck, Johan 
Harms-Guenther, Elizabeth 
Harms-Guenther, Margaret 
Harms-Guenther, Elizabeth 
HARM&-Andres, Peter 
Harms-Thiessen, Helena. 
Harms-Thiessen, Abram 
Harms-Thiessen, Jacob 
Harms-Thiessen, Helen 
Harms-Thiessen, Johann 
Harms-Thiessen, Berman 
Harms-Thiessen, David 
Harms-Thiessen, Gerherd 
Harms-Thiessen, Peter 
HARMS-Dyck, Peter 
Harms-Wall, Abraham 
Harms-Wall, Anna 
Harms-Wall , Helena 
Harms-Wall, Helena 
Harms-Wall, Johan 
Harms-Wall, Maria 
Harms-Wall, Pedro 
KLASSEN-Rempel, David 
Rempel-de Klassen, Margarita. 
Klassen-Rempel, Heinrich 
Klassen-Rempel, Franz 
Klassen-Rempel, David 
KLASSEN-Dyck, John 
Klassen-Kroeker, Elisabeth 
Klassen-Kroeker, Katherina 
Klassen-Kroeker, Peter 
KLASSEN-Wolf, Martin 
KNELSEN-Hamm, David 
Knelsen-Wieler, Aganetha 
Knelsen-Wieler, David 
Knelsen-Wieler, Franz 
Knelsen-Wieler, John 
KORNELSON-Dueck, Francisco 
Plett-de Kornelson, Roseline 
Kornelson-Plett, Rhonda 
KRAHN-Rempel, Johan 
Neufeld-Biekert de Krahn. Maria 
Katharina 
Helena 
Maria 
John 
Margaretha 
KRHAN-Martens, Wilhelm 
Krhan-Neufeld, Elisabeth 
Krhan-Neufeld, Jacob 
Krhan-Neufeld, Katherina 
Krhan-Neufeld, Maria 
Krhan-Neufeld, Maria 
Krhan-Neufeld, Susana 
LOEPPKY, Wiebe, Cornelius 
.Loeppky-Penner, Susan 
LOEWEN-Wiebe, Cornelius 
Peters-Friessen, Maria 
Loewen-Peters, Heinrich 
Loewen-Peters, Kathrina 
Loewen-Peters, Cornelius 
LOWEN-Dueck, Edwin David 
Plet~e Loewen, Irma 
MARTENS-Schmitt, Heinrich 
Martens-Schmitt, Anna 
Martens-Schmitt, Abraham 
Martens- Schmitt, Anna 
Martens-schmitt, Frans 
Martens-schmitt, Johan 
Martens-Schmitt, Peter 
MARTENs-Schmitt, Katherina 
Martens-Dyck, Katherina 
MARTIN&-Smitt, David 
Martins-Zacharias, Margaret 
Martins, Annie 
NEUDORF-Bergen, Cornelius 
Neudorf-Friessen, Anna. 
Neudorf-Friessen, Anna. 
Neudorf-Friessen, Cornelio 
Neudorf-Friessen, Jacobo 
Neudorf-Friessen, Katharlna 
NEUFELD-Schmitt, Cornelius 
Neufeld-Bergen, Hellen 
NEUFELD-Loewen, Heinrich 
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Klassen-Niefeld de Neufeld, Justina 
Neufeld-Klassen, Jacob 
NEUFELD-Giesbrecht, Herman 
Neufeld-Wiebe, Elma 
Neufeld-Wiebe, Richard Herman 
Neufeld-Wiebe, Susana 
NEUFELD-Wieler, Johan 
Neufeld-Wieler, Anna 
Neufeld-Wieler, David 
Neufeld-Wieler, Enrique 
Neufeld-Wieler, Getruda 
Neufeld-Wieler, Juan 
Neufeld-Wieler, Mary 
Neufeld-Wieler, Patricia Lynn 
NEUSTATER-Henrichs, Johan 
Neustater-Loewen, Elena 
Neustate-Ix>ewen, Katharina 
Neustater-Loewen, Tina 
NEUSTATER-Klassen, Peter 
Neustater-Friessen, Gerardo 
Neustater-Friessen, Pedro 
Friessen-de Neustater, Elizabeth 
PETER8-Bergen, Abram 
Peters- Redakopp, Aganetha 
Pedekopp-de Peters, Katharina 
PETER8-Heide, Aron 
Fehr- de Peters, Elisa 
Peters-Fehr, Mary 
PETERS-Beisbrecht, David 
PETER8-Thiessen, Isaak 
Peters-Kreeker, Anna 
Peters- Kreeker, Abraham 
Peters-Kreeker, Elizabeth 
Peters- Kreeker, Katharina 
Pet ers-Kroeker, Franz 
Pet ers-Kroeker, Isaak 
Peters-Geisbrecht, John 
Peters-Peters, Anna 
Peters-Neufeld, Peter 
Peters-Peters, Anna 
Pet ers- Peters, Margaret 
Peters-Peters, Tina 
Plett-Plett, Gerhard 
Petkau- de Plett, Helena 
Plett-Petkau, Wayne 
Plet t-Petkau, Burne 
Redecop-Wiens, Peter 
Redecop-Zacharias, Anna 
Redecop-Zacharias, Abram 
Redecop-Zacharias, David 
Redecop-Zacharias, Franz 
Redecop- Zacharias, Isaac 
Redecop-Zacharias, John 
Redecop-Zacharias, Margareta 
Redecop- Zacharias, Susanna 
Reddekopp-Unrau,Jakob 
Reddekopp--Bergen,Susana 
Reddekopp-Bergen,Jakob 
Reddekopp-Bergen,Lena 
Redekopp-de Berg, Margaretha 
Reimer-Friesen, Diedrich 
Reimer-Fehr, Anna 
Reimer- Fehr, Cornelius 
Reimer-Fehr, Eva 
Reimer-Fehr, Isidro 
Reimer-Fehr, Jacob 
Reimer-Fehr, Johan 
Reimer-Fehr, Maria 
Reimer-Fehr, Maria 
Reimer- Fehr, Martha 
Reimer-Fehr, Sara 
Reimer-Rempel , Diedrich 
Reimer- Froese, Anna 
Jake 
Reimer- Wiebe, Heinrich 
Fehr- de Reimer, Sara 
Reimer-Fehr, Helena 
Reimer-Fehr, Jacobo 
Reimer-Fehr, Johan 
Reimer-Fehr, Kat harina 
Reimer-Fehr, Peter 
Reimer- Fehr, Henry 
Reimer-Friesen, Helena. 
REIMER-Friesen, Jacob 
Reimer-Peters, Anna 
Reimer-Peters , Cornelius 
Reimer- Peters, Margaretha 
Reimer- Peters, Maria 
Reimer-Peters, Margaretha 
Reimer-Peters , Abraham 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 2, 1980 
REIMER, Johan 
REIMER-Schellemberg, Johann 
Reimer-Froese, Helena 
Reimer-Froese, Jacob 
Reimer-Froese, Bernard 
REIMER-Froese, Peter 
Reimer-Fehr, Aganetha. 
Reimer-Fehr, Cornelius 
Reimer-Fehr, Elizabeth 
Reimer-Fehr, Heinrich 
Reimer-Fehr, Juan 
Reimer-Fehr, Pedro 
Reimer-Fehr, Sara. 
Reimer-Fehr, Sarah Weibe 
REMPEL-Enns, Cornelius 
Plett-de Rempel, Elda. 
Rempel-Plett, Steven 
REMPEL-Giesbrecht, David 
Rempel-Friesen, Aganetha 
Rempel-Friesen, Anna 
Rempel-Friesen, David 
Rempel-Frisen, Elizabeth 
Rempel-Friesen, Katharina. 
REMPEL-Giesbrecht, Jacob 
Wieler-Rempel, Elizabeth 
Rempel-Wieler, Jacob 
Rempel-Wieler, Anna 
Rempel-Wieler, Johan 
SCHMITT-Penner, Jacob 
Schmitt-Thiessen, Helena. 
Schmitt-Thiessen, Maria 
Schmitt-Thiessen, Gierhord 
Schmitt-Thiessen, Bernard 
Schmitt-Thiessen, Katharina. 
Schmitt-Thiessen, Helena. 
Schmitt-Thiessen, Peter 
Schmitt-Thiessen, Franz 
SCHMITT-Thiessen, Johann 
Schmitt-Friessen, Margaretha. 
Schmitt-Friessen, Heinrich 
Schmitt-Friessen, David 
SCMITT-Sall, Johan 
Scmitt-Klassen, Katharina. 
Semi tt-Klassen, Franz 
Scmitt-Klassen, David 
Semi tt-Klassen, Anna 
Scmitt-Klassen, Aganetha 
Scmitt-Klassen, Abraham 
SIEMEN8-Hine, William 
Siemens-Peters, Margaretha 
Siemens-Peters, George 
Siemens-Peters, Nettle Colleen 
TEICHROEB-Weibe, Bernardo 
Teichroeb-Neufeld, Helena 
Teichroeb- Neufeld, Monica Lyn 
TEICHROEB-Weibe, Johan 
Teichroeb, Peter Siemens 
Teichroeb-Knelsen, Johan 
Teich roe b-Siemens, Elizabeth 
Teichroeb-Siemens, Johan 
Teichroeb-Siemens, Katharina 
Teichroeb-Siemens, Mary 
Teichroeb-Goertzen, Anna 
Teichroeb-Goertzen, Bernardo 
Teichroeb-Goertzen, Franz 
Teichroeb-Goertzen, Marla 
Teichroeb-Goertzen, Peter 
Teichroeb- Goertzen, Susana 
TEICHROEB-Siemens, WilUam 
Teichroeb, Anna Guenter 
WALL-Bergen, Isaak 
Fehr-de Wall, Justina 
Wall-Fehr, Isaak 
Wall-Fehr, Jacob 
Wall-Fehr, Johan 
WALL-Smith, Jacob 
WIEBE-Dyck, Bernhard 
Wiebe, Tina Neufeld 
WIEBE-Klassen, Franz 
Wiebe-Redekop, Marla. 
Wiebe-Redekop, Jake 
Wiebe- Redekop, Peter 
Wiebe -Redel{Op, Susana 
Wiebe-Redekop, Teena 
WIEBE-Dyck, Gerardo 
Klassen- Wiebe, Susana 
WIEBE-Klassen , Henrich 
WIEBE-Gunter, Issac 
WIEBE- Peters, Isaak 
WIEBE-Gunther, Jacob 
Wiebe-Neufeld, Helena 

Wiebe-Neufeld, Jacob 
Wiebe- Neufeld, Tina 
WIELE&-Wiens, Benhamin 
Wieler-Enns, Anna 
Wieler-Enns, Cornelio 
Wieler-Enns, Helena 
WIELER-Klassen, Enrique 
Wieler-Hiebert, Anna 
Wieler-Hieberth, Francisco 
WIELJ!;R-Wiebe, Peter 
Wieler-Klassen, Anna 
Wieler-Klassen, David 
Wieler-Klassen, Elena 
Wieler-Klassen, Katharina 
Wieler-Klassen, Maria 
FEHR-Klassen, Johan 
Fehr-Peters, Agatha 
Fehr-Peters, Agatha 
Fehr-Peters, Ana 
Fehr-Peters, Henrich 
Fehr-Peters, Katharina 
Fehr-Peters, Maria 
Fehr-Peters, Peter 
Fehr-Peters, Susana 
NEUDORF-Buercker, Henry 
Neudorf-Dyck, Aganetha 
Neudorf-Dyck, Christina 
Neudorf-Dyck, Henry 
Neudorf-Dyck, Jake 
Neudorf-Dyck, John 
Neudorf-Dyck, Mary 
Neudorf-Dyck, Peter 
Neudorf-Dyck, Sysan 
KLASSEN- Klassen, David 
Wiebe-Klassen, Elizabeth 
Klassen-Wiebe, David 
Klassen-Wiebe, Hentry 
Klassen-Wiebe, Peter 
Klassen-Wiebe, Benjamin 
Klassen-Wiebe, Helena 
BANMANN, Diedrich 
Banmann- Reddekopp,Susanna 
Banmann, Maria 
Banmann, John 
Banmann, Jacob 
BASCHMAN, Jacob Friesen 
Baschman, Elizabeth Wieler 
Baschman, Benjamin Wieler 
Baschman, Jacob Wieler 
BERGEN, Herman Neudorf 
Bergen, Elisabeth Loewen 
Bergen, Elizabeth 
Bergen, Herman 
Bergen, John 
Bergen, Helena 
Bergen, Jacob 
Bergen, Susan 
Bergen, Judy 
DUECK-Barkman, Peter 
Dueck-de Dueck, Marlene 
DYCK-Abram Froese 
FEHR-Neufeld, Jacob 
Fehr-Penner, Aganetha 
Fehr-Penner, Maria 
Fehr-Penner, Johnny 
FRIESEN, Bernhard Giesbrecht 
Friesen-Katharina Funk 
Friesen-Franz Funk 
Friesen-Maria Funk 
Friesen-Peter Funk 
Friesen-Susana Funk 
FRIESEN-Dyck, Clarence 
Friesen-Dyck, Marolyn 
FRl ESEN-Teichroeb, David 
Dyck-de Friesen, Anna 
Friesen-Duck, Marlene 
Friesen-Dyck, Ricky 
FRIESEN, Gerhard Heidi 
FRIESEN, Isaac Reimer 
FRIESEN, Jacob Hiebert 
Friesen, Anna. Wieler 
Friesen, Aganetha Wieler 
Friesen-Jacob Wieler 
FROESE, Johan Bergen 
Froese, Aganetha Rempel 
Frose, Bernhard Rempel 
Froese, Gerhard Rempel 
Froese, Jacob Rempel 
Froese, Johan Rempel 
Froese, Judith Rempel 
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Peters, Susana. Knelsen 
FROESE, Johan H:amm 
Froese, Helena Ketler 
Froese, Elis!l.beth Ketler 
Froese. Helena Ketler 
Froese, Johan Ketler 
GIESBRECHT, David Dyck 
Giesbrecht, Sara Redekop 
Giesbrecht, Susie Redekop 
Giesbrecht, Willie Redekop 
GIESBRECHT, Peter Friesen 
Giesbrecht, Elizabeth Neustaeter 
Giesbrecht, Henrich Neustaeter 
Giesbrecht,JacobNeustaeter 
Giesbrecht, Maria. Neustaeter 
GUENTHER-Friesen, Jacob 
Doerksen-Wall, Katherina 
Guenther, Helena 0. 
Guenther, Heinrich 
Guenther, Eva 
Guenther, Ka,tbarina 
Guenther, Elizabeth 
Guenther, Jacob 
Guenther, Ana 
Guenther, David 
Guenther, Johann 
HARDER, Peter 
Harder, Anna Wiens 
Harder, Agatha Wiens 
Harder, Jake Wiens 
Harder, Katherina Wiens 
H rEBERT, Jacob Rempel 
KLASSEN, Jacob Thiessen 
Klassen, Helena Peters 
Klassen, Anna Peters 
Klassen, Elizabeth Peters 
Klassen, Eva Peters 
Klassen, Isaac Peters 
Klassen. Jacob Peters 
Klassen, Maria Peters 
Klassen, Martha Peters 
Klassen, Neta Peters 
Klassen, Sara Peters 
Klassen, Susana Peters 
KLASSEN-Wiebe, Herman 
Peters-Martens de Klassen, Helena 
Johan 
Herman 
Sara. 
Jacob 
Maria 
Peter 
Helena 
Anna 
Aganetha 
LETKEMAN, Peter Harms 
Letkeman, Maria Martens 
Letkeman, Elizabeth Martens 
LOEWEN, Frank Wiens 
Loewen-Heide, Agatha 
MARTENS, Frank Broese 
Martens, Ka terina 
Martens, Frank Neufeld 
Martens, David 
Martens, Jacob 
NEUFELD, David Teichroeb 
Neufeld-Bergen, Judy 
PETERS, Abram Guenther 
Peters, Maria Bergen 
Peters, David Bergen 
Peters, Margareta Bergen 
REDECOP, Benjamin Peters 
REDDEKOPP-Zacharias, Jacob 
Reddekopp-Wall, Helen 
Cornelius 
Margaret 
Jacob 
REDEKOP-Peters, Benjamin 
Redekop-Klassen, Sara 
Redekop-Klassen, Peter 
Benjamin 
Martin 
Sara 
Margartha 
Susana 
Helena 
Maria 
Franz 
Abram 
David 
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Heinrich 
Cornelius 
Wilhelm 
REDEKOPP-Zacharias, Peter 
Redekopp-Neufeld, Nancy 
Redekopp-Neufeld, Maria 
REIMER-Kornelson, Gustav 
Petkau-de Reimer, Mary 
Reimer-Petkau, Susie 
Reimer-Petkau, Edward 
Reimer-Petkau, Lena 
Reimer-Petkau, John 
Reimer-Petkau, Gustav 
Reimer-Petkau, Alvina 
Reimer-Petkau, Shirley 
REIMER, Jacke 
REIMER, J ohan Fehr 
REIMER-Fehr, Johan 
Friesen-de Reimer, Elizabeth F. 
Reimer-Friesen, Cornelius 
Reimer-Friesen, Abram 
REMPEL, Jacob Siemons 
Teichroeb, Nattie Dyck 
REMPEL-Siemons, Gerhardt 
Rempel-Reimer, Justina 
Rempel-Reimer, Susanna 
Rempel-Reimer, Sara. 
Rempel-Reimer, Wilhelm 
Rempel-Reimer, Abraham 
Rempel-Reimer, Annie 
REMPEL-Seinons, John 
Rempel-Bueckert, Nettle 
SIEMENS, Wilhelm Peters 
THIESSEN, Wilhelm Reimer 
Thiessen, Helena Siemons 
WALL, Jacob Fast 
Wall, Agatha Peters 
Wall, Anna Peters 
Wall, Nicolas Peters 
Wall, Susana Peters 
WIEBE, Abram Unrau 
Wiebe, Margaret Hamm 
Wiebe, Aganetha 
Wiebe, John 
Wiebe, Peter 
Wiebe, Susie 
WIEBE, Isaak Klassen 
WIEBE-Klassen, Ben 
Wiebe-Neufeld, Anna 
WIEBE-Klassen, Katherin 
Wiebe-Klassen, Agatha 
Wiebe-Klassen, Eva 

The Senate bill was ordered to be read 
a third time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

EAZOR EXPRESS, INC. 
The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 3459) to 

waive the statute of limitations with re
gard to the claim of Eazor Express, Inc., 
of Pittsburgh, Pa., against the United 
States. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 3459 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That the time 
limitations contained in section 2401(b) of 
title 28, United States Code, or section 536.45 
(h) of title 32, Code of Federal Regulations, 
are not a,pplicable in the case of any claim for 
damages presented in writing to the a,ppro
priate Federal agency in accordance with 
section 3675(a) of title 28, United States 
Code, or section 4802 of title 10, United 
States COde, within six months after the date 
of enactment of this Act by Eazor Express, 
Incorporated, for property damage at the 
Maspeth Terminal Yard, Brooklyn, New York, 
sustained as a result of the dredging of 
Newtown Creek, Queens County, New York, 
by the United States Army Corps of Engi
neers in April 1974. Notwithstanding the 
provisions of section 2401 of title 28, United 

States Code, or section 745 of title 46, United 
States Code, an action may be commenced 
against the United States with respect to the 
claim described in t b e prec :ding sentence if 
such action is commenced within six months 
of final denial of any claim filed under such 
sentence. The failure of the agency to make 
final disposition of the claim described in the 
first sentence of this Act within six months 
after it is filed shall, at the option of the 
claimant any time thereafter, be deemed a 
final disposition of the claim for purposes of 
this Act. 

SEc. 2. Nothing in this Act shall be con
strued as an inference of liability on the part 
of the United States. 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

Page 1, lines 3 and 4, strike "section 2401 (b) 
of title 28, United States Code" and insert 
"section 5 of the Act of March 9, 1920 (com
monly referred to as the 'Suits in Admiralty 
Act' 46 U.S.C. 745) ". 

Page 2, lines 5 and 6, strike "section 2675 
(a) of title 28, United States Code" and in
sert "the Act entitled 'An Act for the ex
tension of admiralty jurisdiction', approved 
June 19, 1948 (46 U.S.C. 740) ". 

Page 2, lines 15 and 16, strike "section 2401 
of title 28, United States Code, or section 745 
of title 46, United States Code" and insert 
"section 5 of the Act of March 9, 1920 (com
monly referred to as the 'Suits in Admiralty 
Act'; 46 U.S.C. 745) ". 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

MAHMUD ALI KHAN ALIAS FAZAL 
DAD 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 4032) 
for the relief of Mahmud Ali Kahn alias 
Fazal Dad. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 4032 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in the 
administration of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act, Mahmud All Khan alias Fazal 
Dad may be classified as a child within the 
meaning of section 101(b) (1) (E) of the Act, 
upon approval of a petition filed in his behalf 
by Madame Bilquis Sheikh, lawful permanent 
resident of the United States, pursuant to 
section 204 of the Act: Provided, That the 
natural parents or brothers or sisters of the 
beneficiary shall not, by virtue of such rela
tionship, be accorded any right, privilege, or 
status under the Immigration and Nation
ality Act. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

DR. TOOMAS EISLER AND CARMEN 
ELIZABETH EISLER 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 5067) 
for the relief of Dr. Toom~ Eisler and 
Carmen Elizabeth Eisler. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 5067 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States 
of America jn Congress assembled, That, for 
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the purposes of the ImmigTS.tion and Na
tionality Act, Doctor Toomas Eisler and 
carmen Elizabeth Eisler shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent resi
dence as of the date of the enactment of 
this Act, upon payment of the required visa 
fees. Upon the granting of permanent resi
dence to such aliens as provided for in this 
Act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper officer to deduct two numbers from 
the total number of immigrant visas and 
conditional entries which are made available 
to natives of the country of the aliens' birth 
under section 203(a) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, or, if applicable, from the 
total number of such visas and entries which 
are made available to such natives under sec
tion 202 (e) of such Act. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

DR. KA CHUN WONG, AND IllS WIFE 
:MARll.JYN WONG 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 927) for 
the relief of Dr. Ka Chun Wong, and his 
wife, Marilyn Wong. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 927 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the 
purposes of the lmmigration and Nationality 
Act, Doctor Ka Chun Wong, and his wife, 
Marilyn Wong, shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted .to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this Act, upon pay
ment of the required visa fees. Upon the 
gran tlng of perm anent 'residence to such 
aliens as provided for in this Act, the Secre
tary of State shall instruct the proper officer 
to deduct two numbers from the total num
ber of immigrant visas and conditional en
tries which are made available to natives of 
the country of the aliens' birth under sec
tion 203(a) of the Immigration and Na
tionali ty Act or, if applicable, from the total 
number of such visas and entries which 
are made available to such natives under 
section 202 (e) of such Act. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

DR. ERIC GEORGE SIX, ANN ELIZA
BETH SIX, AND KAREN ELIZABETH 
MARY SIX 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 7764) 
for the relief of Dr. Eric George Six, 
Ann Elizabeth Six, and Karen Elizabeth 
Mary Six. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

H.R . 7764 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the 
purposes of the Immigration and Nationali
ty Act, Doctor Eric George Six, Ann Eliza
beth Six, and Karen Elizabeth Mary Six shall 
be held and considered to have been law
fully admitted to the United Stat es for per
manent residence as of the dat e of the en
actment of ~his Act, wpon payment of t he 
required visa fees. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such aliens as 
provided for in this Act, the Secretary of 

State shall instruct the proper officer to 
deduct three numbers from the total number 
immigrant visas and conditional entries 
which ara m3.de available to natives 0 1 the 
country of the alien's birth under sec
tion 203 (a) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act or, if applicable, from the total 
number of such visas and entries which are 
made available to such natives under sec
tion 202(e) of such Act. 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

On page 2, line 4, delete the word "fee" 
and insert in lieu thereof the word "fees". 

On page 2, line 5, delete the word '"alien" 
and insert in lieu thereof the word "aliens". 

On page 2, line 9, delete the word "alien's" 
and insert in lieu thereof the word "aliens' ". 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

PROVIDING FOR SETTING ASIDE 
LANDS AND INTERESTS WITHIN 
WINEMA NATIONAL FOREST TO 
EDISON CHILOQUIN AND FOR 
TRANSFER OF MONEYS TO MR. 
CHn.oQUIN FROM KLAMATH IN
DIAN SETTLEMENT TO SECRE
TARY OF AGRICULTURE 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 7960) 
to provide for the setting aside in special 
trust lands and interests within the 
Winema National Forest to Edison Chilo
quin and for the transfer of moneys 
otherwise available to Mr. Chiloquin 
from the Klamath Indian Settlement to 
the Secretary of Agriculture for the ac
quisition of replacement lands or in
terests. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 7960 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of Agriculture is hereby directed 
to set aside in special trust for Edison Chil
oquin of Chiloquin, Oregon, the beneficial 
use and occupancy of and to a tract of land 
including the area known as Chiloquin Vil
lage, located within sections 2 and 11, town
ship 35 south, range 7 east, W.illamette Merid
ian, Klamath County, Oregon. 

SEc. 2. The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
reserve to the United States the legal fee to 
these lands . The uses of these lands shall not 
be inconsistent With its cultural, historical, 
and archeological character. Should the land 
and interests conveyed herein be used by 
Edison Chiloquin, his heirs, or assigns, or by 
others With their consent for other than 
traditional Indian purposes, they may re
vert to the United States to be held in per
petuity to protect the significant archeologi
cal, cultural, and traditional values associ
ated with these lands. 

SEc. 3. The Secretary of Agriculture 1n 
consultation with the Secretary of the In
terior, shall determine and assure that the 
value of the beneficial use and occupancy 
of the area set aside in special trust for Edi
son Chiloquin is substantially equal to the 
amount of the share of t he proceeds from 
Civil Numbered 74-894, U.S.D.C. Oregon, 
which share would otherwise be available to 
Mr. Chiloquin. 

SEc. 4 . The moneys to which Edison Chilo
quin would otherwise be entitled as pay
ment for his share of the Act of August 16, 
1973 (87 Stat. 349) and Civil Numbered 74-

894, U.S.D.C., Oregon, shall be paid to the 
Secretary of Agriculture, who shall deposit 
such moneys into a special fund in the Treas
ury. Such moneys shall remain available 
until expended by the Secretary of Agricul
ture for the acquisition of lands or interests 
therein within the former boundaries of 
the Klamath Indian Reservation which are 
determined by the Secretary of Agriculture 
to be suitable for national forest purposes. 
Lands or interests therein acquired under 
this section shall become part of the Winema 
National Forest and subject to the laws, 
rules, and regulations applicable to the na
tional forests. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

JUN AE HEE 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 5788) 
for the relief of Jun Ae Hee. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 5788 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That for the 
purposes of sections 203 (a) ( 1) and 204 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, Jun 
Ae Hee shall be held and considered to be 
the natural-born alien daughter of James 
and Amy Kline, citizens of the United States: 
Provided, That the natural parents or broth
ers or sisters of the beneficiary shall not, by 
virtue of such relationship, be accorded any 
right, privilege, or status under the Immi
gration and Nationality Act. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lleu thereof the following: 
That, in the administration of the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act, Jun Ae Hee may 
be classified as a child within the meaning 
of section 101(b) (1) (F) of the Act, upon 
approval of a petition filed in her behalf by 
Mr. and Mrs. James Kline, citizens of the 
United States, pursuant to section 204 of 
the Act: Provided, That the natural parents 
or brothers or sisters of the beneficiary shall 
not, by virtue of such relationship be ac
corded any right, privilege, or status under 
the Immigration and Nationality Act. 

The commitee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. This concludes the 
call of the Private Calendar. 

FOR THE RELIEF OF VIKTOR IV AN
OVICH BELENKO 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on the Judiciary be discharged from fur
ther consideration of the Senate bill <S. 
2961 ) for the relief of Viktor Ivanovich 
Belenko, and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as 

follows : 
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s. 2961 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That Viktor 
Ivanovich Belenko, who was lawfully ad
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence on September 9, 1976, shall be 
held and considered to have satisfied the 
requirements of section 316 of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act relating to re
quired periods of residence and physical 
presence within the United States; shall not 
be held or considered to be within any of 
the classes of persons described in section 
313 of that Act; and, notwithstanding the 
provisions of section 3>10(d) of that Act, may 
be naturalized at any time after the date 
of enactment of this Act if otherwise eligible 
for naturalization under the Immigration 
and Nationality Act. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be read 
a third time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

RIP VAN REAGAN 
<Mr. RICHMOND asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Speaker, among 
the tales in the rich folklore of New York 
is the story of Rip Van Winkle, who wan
dered into the countryside and fell asleep 
for 20 years. When he awoke, Van Winkle 
found a changed world. Try as he might 
to adapt to the changes, Old Rip just 
could not :fit into the new scheme of 
things. 

A modern version of this tale has Ron
ald Reagan playing the lead role. In the 
new story, Rip Van Reagan went to sleep 
with a prayer on his lips: "I hope," he 
said, "that the Federal Government will 
not bail out New York City." 

When Mr. Reagan awoke, he found 
himself to be the Republican nominee for 
President. He also tried to fit into the new 
scheme of things: Now he prays for New 
York's votes. As Mr. Reagan wipes the 
cobwebs from his tired eyes, he offers a 
promise to help New York if elected. 

It has been said that "history repeats 
itself: The first time as tragedy, the sec
ond time as farce." So it is with our two 
sleepers. The tragedy of the Rip Van 
Winkle story has become the farce of this 
year's Republican Presidential candi
date. 

THE ARREST OF ZUBEIDA JAFFER 
IN SOUTH AFRICA 

<Mr. MAGUIRE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. MAGUffiE. Mr. Speaker, Zubeida 
Jaffer, a 22-year-old journalist for the 
Cape Times in South Africa is presently 
being held by the South African Gov
ernment under the infamous section 6 
of the Terrorism Act, the same law that 
Steve Riko was held under at the time 
of his tragic death. She is now being 
detained at the same Port Elizabeth 
prison where Biko died. 

Ms. Jaffer, at the time of her arrest, 
had written a series of reports on the 
riots that occurred this year in South 
Africa. Her reports on developments in 

the black communities were far more 
detailed and far more authentic than 
any white journalist could have pro
duced and is almost certainly the rea
son why she is being held. 

Under section 6 she may be held 
indefinitely without trial, without being 
charged. She is denied the right to see 
her family. Under section 6 South Afri
cans have been tortured. 

Mr. Speaker, I see her arrest as 
another example of South Africa's bla
tant disregard for human rights and I 
urge my colleagues to join me today in 
writing to the Ambassador of South 
Africa to the United States requesting 
her release. 

THE MISSING LINK IN REGULA
TORY REFORM 

<Mr. LEVITAS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Speaker, no chain 
is stronger than its weakest link and I 
want to identify today the missing link 
in the chain of regulatory reform. Presi
dent Carter announced in 1976 a bold 
program for reforming the regulatory 
process and streamlining Government. 

The many accomplishments which the 
administration has achieved in regula
tory reform, however, have become ashen 
because the missing link is the regula
tion reform bill which was the center
piece and linchpin of regulatory reform 
and which has widespread support on 
both sides of the aisle in the Congress 
and with the public. But the administra
tion and certain powerful people in this 
body refuse to let the House of Repre
sentatives vote on this vital legislation 
before the election. These people have 
sabotaged this bill in the face of an over
whelming support for it. That is a grave 
disservice to the American people. Some 
of the advisers to the President and some 
of his friends in the Congress have ren
dered him a disservice by not letting the 
vital link be forged in a meaningful reg
ulatory reform record. The voters in 
November are going to pass judgment on 
this. The American people are going to 
demand a true reform of the bureaucracy 
including a congressional veto over the 
rules and regulations issued by the un
elected bureaucrats that control the 
lives of all the people in this country. 

The American people are going to elect 
a Congress in November that will be even 
more supportive of an even stronger reg
ulatory reform bill to curb the bureauc
racy. I hope to be part of that effort and 
to bring Government back under control 
of the people. 

ISRAEL'S INFLATION-INDUCED 
NEW CURRENCY 

<Mr. REGULA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, early in 
the year I remember reading that Israel 
had made a decision to convert its cur
rency from the Israeli pound to the 

Biblical shekel. I noticed an article in 
Tuesday's New York Times announcing 
that yesterday was the day that the con
version to the new currency took place. 

Israel has suffered through triple
digit inflation-an anual rate of 134 per
cent----and part of the reason for the con
version to the new currency was "too 
many zeros" in the old currency, these 
zeros having been made necessary by the 
infiation. In Israel, infiation was caus
ing problems with normal transactions, 
as computers simply were not designed 
or programed for the extra zeros. 

Much of the infiation in Israel is the 
result of indexing every aspect of the 
economy. As in this country, indexation 
including government spending has two 
main effects. First, it lessens the incen
tives to hold prices down or, perhaps 
more correctly, it increases the incen
tives to raise prices. And, second, in
dexation itself contributes to inflation 
as higher prices interact with higher in
comes, because of inflation, which leads 
to still higher prices, which continues the 
upward price spiral. 

I recall hearings held by -the Budget 
Committee in which this topic of indexa
tion was discussed. It was pointed out 
that Israel has plans to deindex much 
of what had been indexed in a drastic 
anti-inflat:onary move. I wish them gad
speed, and I hope we in this country pay 
close attention not only to Israel's ef
forts to correct inflation, but also to their 
past experiences and causes of inflation. 

The No. 1 priority of this Congress 
must be meeting the challenge of arrest
ing inflation, or down the road we too 
may have to convert our currency. 

CONGRESS MUST STOP LEAKS OF 
DEFENSE SECRETS 

<Mr. RUDD asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, we are seeing 
a persistent and reprehensible series of 
leaks of highly classified U.S. defense 
secrets by officials of the Carter admin
istration. 

I was dismayed this week to turn on 
a network television news program and 
see Defense Department film footage of 
top secret laser weaponry shooting down 
a target drone. 

When I was shown similar films at 
official briefings, they were highly clas
sified. 

Congress must determine who is re
sponsible for such leaks-and whether 
they are prompted by disloyal motives, 
including ties or commitments to a for
eign power or organization, monetary 
gain, or some other opportunistic reason. 

Any Government official, no matter 
what his position, must be prevented 
from aiding the enemy by leaking U.S. 
secrets under any pretext, and must be 
prosecuted to the full extent of the law 
for any violation. 

LAST WORD ON LAMEDUCK 
<Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, normally, 
at the close of a session, we would be 
saying our goodbyes to many of our col
leagues but such is not the case to~ay · 
we will all be dragged back here nght 
after election for only the 6th lame
duck session in the last 45 years. 

I think we Republicans have ~ade o~r 
case against the lameduck sesswn. It IS 
an absurdity and an embarrassment to 
us all. 

1 got to thinking, however, that there 
will be something sentimental about .the 
lameduck session. It will be the last time 
that a good many of our friends on the 
other side of the aisle will be getting to
gether before making way for a new and 
larger class of freshman Republic~~· 

1 am sure it will be a very nosta1Ig1c, 
and emotional time, a going away party 
where hearts are heavy and lo~ime 
friendships are relived one last time. 
There will be a lot of memories rekindled 
before each goes his separate way. 

I can see it all now, the Speaker with 
his burly arm wrapped around the 
shoulders of his colleagues singing t~at 
old refrain "Republicans are breakmg 
up that old gang of mine," as the teary
eyed toasts are made to the great .glory 
days of our friends on the other s1de. 

CONGRESS SHOULD EXTEND REV
ENUE SHARING . WHEN THEY 
RETURN IN NOVEMBER 
(Mr. CONTE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to call 
my colleagues' attention to the fact that 
because of maneuverings with the legis
lative schedule, one of the most vital pro
grams of the whole federal system may 
go by the boards. 

I am speaking, of course, about the 
local revenue sharing program. Because 
of this House's failure to act on the Gen
eral Revenue Sharing Extension Act be
fore the 1st of October, local govern
ments will face real estate tax increases 
amounting roughly to $4.7 billion. We in 
the full House, of course, do not have to 
worry about the State revenue sharing 
program-it was given the kiss of death 
by the Committee on Government Oper
ations earlier this year. 

Mr. Speaker, this important program, 
a program which has seen so much suc
cess and has so much support nation
wide may not even be considered after 
the ~lection . This is because the heat will 
be off-the State Governors and all the 
local officials, the people who can attest 
to the attributes of revenue sharing will 
have lost their ace card in lobbying
our preelection accountability. 

I urge my colleagues to take a closer 
look at how these funds have been put to 
use when they are back in their districts 
this month, and further urge them to 
come back ready to support extension of 
revenue sharing when they return to 
Washington in November. 

D 1020 
CARTER'S $4.6 BILLION PROPERTY 

TAX INCREASE 
(Mr. WYDLER asked and was given 

permission to address the House ~or 1 
minute and to revise and extend h1s re
marks.) 

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, on Sep
tember 30, 1980, the general revenue 
sharing program expired. For the fir~t 
time in 8 years our States and communi
ties are without a revenue sharing pro
gram. I am sad to say _that this ~dminis
tration has done nothmg about 1t. What 
is the result-a $4.6 billion local prop
erty tax increase. 

For all his proclamations and state
ments that he is interested in the plight 
of our States and localities, President 
carter and his administration have 
done nothing to get the revenue sharing 
program reenacted . . 

Ask any mayor or county execut1ve 
what Federal program in their opinion 
is the best for their governments and 
they will tell you revenue sharing. The 
program operates efficiently and eco
nomically, there are no rules or regu
lations to speak of. In sum, it is a model 
Federal program, but what does Mr. 
Carter and his administration do
nothing. 

Now frankly, I am confused by all 
this. The administration continually 
tells us how much they want to do for 
American cities. And yesterday they let 
the program expire. 

What is President Carter telling New 
York when that city stands to lose $300 
million next year because of his fum
bling? 

What is he telling Nassau County 
which stands to lose $28 million? 

What is he telling Chicago when that 
city stands to lose $71 million? 

What is he telling Newark when that 
city stands to lose $10 million? 

What is he telling Los Angeles County 
governments which stand to lose $200 
million? 

He is telling America's cities and coun
ties "drop dead." 

And it is not only our big cities and 
counties that are being victimized by 
Mr. Carter's policy, it is all 38,000 units 
of local government in this Nation: Ur
ban suburban and rural. Each one of 
the~e communities stands to have in
creased property taxes next year to 
make up for the loss of revenue shar
ing. American property taxpayers should 
know that their property taxes went up 
as of yesterday as a result of the admin
istration's inact~on. No amount of Carter 
rafshoonery will make them forget 
either. 

THE ADMINISTRATION APPARENT
LY DOES NOT SUPPORT REVENUE 
SHARING 
<Mrs. SNOWE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her 
remarks.) 

Mrs. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, the Wash
ington Post editorializes today that "a 
lameduck session is a marvelous device 
for escaping political responsibility." It 

further states "a lameduck session is 
dangerous." This is certainly true in the 
case of the general revenue sharing pro
gram. Its future is at best uncertain. J?ue 
to the administration's and Congress m
action, we have no assurance that this 
bill will ever be taken up. Local govern
ment budgets, all 38,000 of them will now 
be thrown into panic and uncertainty. 

For the last year those of us concerned 
with revenue sharing have been warning 
the administration that their indecision 
was endangering this vital program. 
After months of stalling and delay, last 
April the administration finally sent us 
their renewal proposal. I would point out 
that in a similar situation 4 years ago, 
President Ford sent his revenue sharing 
extension legislation to the Hill in April 
of 1975. a full year and 8 months before 
that program expired. 

Many of the cities and towns in Maine 
start their fiscal year on January 1. They 
are already in their budget planning 
stage. How can they plan when this ad
ministration puts them on hold. The 
message from the administration is 
clear--do not count on any revenue shar
ing money. Many of the smaller towns 
in Maine use revenue sharing funds for 
essential services like police and fire. If 
they do not receive funds they will prob
ably have to raise their property taxes. 
This could mean close to $30 million in 
increased property taxes across the 
State. Nationwide this could mean in
creased property taxes of $4.6 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, when the administration 
wanted it, they railroaded targeted fiscal 
assistance, or targeted political assist
ance, out of committee and onto the 
floor in 2 weeks. But the administration 
app:arently does not support revenue 
sharing, and their actions may well have 
killed it. 

THE CARTER DOCTRINE ON THE 
MIDDLE EAST 

<Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, the latest action in the imple
mentation of the Carter doctrine on the 
Middle East is to send four airplanes 
and approximately 300 troops to the de
fense--! am quoting the administra
tion--of Saudi Arabia. The President of 
the United States, in my opinion, does 
not have the legal authority to send 
troops anyWhere in the world at his 
wh~m. at the request of a foreign country. 
We have no treaty obligations to Saudi 
Arabia. 

Mr. Speaker, a war for oil would be 
shameful; a show of military force in 
the Middle East to enhance his election 
prospects in November is disgraceful. 

WAR COULD THREATEN AMERICA'S 
MINERALS LIFELINE 

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
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in the face of the Iran-Iraq war, we 
would do well to consider America's vul
nerability regarding strategic and critical 
minerals. America imports 42 percent of 
our manganese, 48 percent of our chro
mium, 76 percent of our cobalt, and 93 
percent of our platinum from one small 
and highly volatile region of the world. 

Therefore, today I will deliver to Gov. 
Ronald Reagan a letter signed by 
the minority leaders of both the Senate 
and House as well as 16 ranking Republi
cans on the committees and subcommit
tees of jurisdiction regarding the stra
tegic and critical mineral issue. In that 
letter we detail the nature and severity 
of the impending crisis in nonfuel miner
als, we condemn the purposeful scuttling 
by the Carter administration of a bi
partisan review of the issue as well as 
the President's apparent willingness to 
ignore this issue; and we congratulate 
Governor Reagan for addressing stra
tegic and critical minerals and pledge to 
him our support for the development of 
an effective legislative program to deal 
with this growing crisis of mineral de
pendence and vulnerability. 

CARTER CAMP CHOOSES LOW ROAD 
<Mr. KRAMER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KRAMER. Mr. Speaker, with less 
than 5 weeks to go until the election, it 
has become evident that Jimmy Carter 
intends to pursue the low road in his bid 
for a second term. Patricia Harris threw 
the first mudball when she tried to link 
Ronald Reagan to the Ku Klux Klan. 
Then, in recent weeks, we have seen the 
President himself accuse Governor Rea
gan of being a racist and a war monger. 
This week, t:he Carter campaign turned 
its invective on JoHN ANDERSON, saying 
he is nothing more than a spoiler and 
should drop out of the Presidential race. 

We can only speculate on why the 
Carter camp has chosen the low road. 
Perhaps it is because they cannot defend 
their record of the last 4 years. Perhaps 
it is because they are getting desperate 
and want to divert public attention away 
from the real issues of this campaign, 
including the need to curb inflation, cre
ate jobs, lower taxes, and reestablish a 
strong national defense. Perhaps it is 
because the President is not as self
righteous as his image makers have led 
us to believe. In any case, I am confident 
that if Jimmy Carter persists in taking 
the low road during the remaining weeks 
before the election, he will find that it 
leads to Plains, Ga., not Washington, 
D.C. 

DEMOCRATS'DOUBLESTAND~D 

<Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, while I 
expect to support the Committee on 
Ethics' recommendation which will be 
before this body today, I am troubled by 
the Democratic double standard that 
seems to prevail. Former Representative 
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Diggs was convicted of 29 felony counts; 
yet last year the Dem9cratic leadership 
refused to even let us consider expul
sion. They moved to table the motion, 
the Members will recall, thereby refus
ing to even let us debate the issue. 

What is different between the Myers 
case and the Diggs case? The big differ
ence that is obvious is that we are one 
month away from an election. It seems 
perhaps that the Democratic leader
ship's ethical sensitivities exist in in
verse proportion to the number of days 
remaining before an election. 

ECONONITC PERFORMANCE MEAS
URED BY MISERY INDEX IS 
WORSE TODAY THAN IN 1976 

<Mr. LUNGREN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the early speakers mentioned the story 
of Rip Van Winkle and suggested that 
one of the candidates has difficulty tell
ing the difference between fact and fic
tion. But just who is that one candidate? 
What do we have President Carter say
ing these days? According to an article 
that appeared in the Washington Post 
yesterday, he suggested indirectly that 
a Reagan victory would mean the "alien
ation of black from white, Christian 
from Jew, rich from poor, and North 
from South." That is an incredible 
statement that does not really mean 
anything, but it is in keeping with Pres
ident Carter's statements of the past 
weeks. 

Perhapg the reason why he is saying 
that is because he wants us to confuse 
fact with fiction. 

In 1976 Carter charged that President 
Ford's economic performance as meas
ured by a misery index was the worst in 
50 years. When you add up the inflation 
rate with the unemployment rate at that 
time, it equaled a rating on the so-called 
misery index of 12.2 percent. What does 
that misery rate come to today? Nine
teen point one percent. If 12.2 percent 
was good enough for Jimmy Carter to 
say we should get rid of Jerry Ford, 19.2 
percent is certainly good enough to re
move Jimmy Carter from the White 
House. 

TAKE CARE OF OUR ECONOMIC 
NEEDS IN AMERICA 

(Mr. COLLINS of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I just heard the gentleman rise to talk 
about the need for funds for the farmers. 
Certainly the farmers need money. I 
want to tell you business needs money; 
the young people need money to buy 
homes; all America needs money. This 
morning as I went through my research 
data, I was reminded again of what this 
liberal Congress has been doing with the 
money of the people of America. It says 
here in this report that the totals for 
Federal foreign aid spending in 1976, the 
year before President Carter came in 

office, were $6,413,000,000. This past year 
it was $13,643,000,000. What the record 
shows is that this Congress borrows 
money, borrows money and gives it away 
in foreign aid, instead of investing it 
with the American people. 

It is time that we take care of our 
economic needs in America before we 
waste more money on foreign aid. 

0 1(}30 
NICARAGUA AND TERRORISM 

<Mr. LAGOMARSINO asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
earlier this year, at the President's re
quest, the Congress passed the special 
Nicaraguan aid bill, H.R. 6081. The leg
islation including several safeguard 
amendments was then signed into law, 
Public Law 96-257. A key amendment to 
the legislation offered by our collegaue, 
BILL YoUNG of Florida, required the Pres
ident to certify to Congress before the 
release of any funds that the Sandinista 
government "has not cooperated with or 
harbors any international terrorist or
ganization or is aiding, abetting or sup
porting acts of violence or terrorism in 
other countries." 

On Tuesday of this week, the Subcom
mittee on Inter-American Affairs of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs of which 
I am a member, held an oversight hear
ing on this Presidential certification 
which the President issued on Septem
ber 12, 1980. The subcommittee heard 
testimony, both classified and unclassi
fied, from Members of Congress, the De
partment of State, the Defense Intelli
gence Agency and the Central Intelli
gence Agency. It is the judgment of a 
majority of the subcommittee members 
that there is a high likelihood that Nic
aragua is in fact engaging in those very 
activities described in the Young amend
ment and that this action represents 
official Sandinista policy. 

I must express my great concern that 
for the President to certify to Congress 
that Nicaragua is not engaging in terror
ism or exporting violence and revolution, 
indicates that either he was not told the 
facts by his advisers or he chose for 
political reasons to ignore them. There
fore, I call upon the President to review 
his decision and the entire determina
tion process, keeping in mind that the 
law requires him to make all such loans 
immediately due and payable if such evi
dence is brought to light. 

I am inserting the full text of Con
gressman YoUNG's statement in the Ex
tension of Remarks of today's RECORD 
for your review. 

OUR APATHETIC ATTITUDE TO
WARD THE USE OF POISON GAS 
(Mr. DORNAN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, when I 
was a young boy, 12 years of age, at the 
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end of World Warn, I could not under
stand how 6 million Jews could be ex
terminated without the democratic 
nations of the world ever raising a voice 
in protest. However, I now completely 
understand how the world can be blind 
to such unbelievable and indescribable 
evil. 

I mentioned the other day, Mr. 
Speaker, that virtually the entire 
H'Mong people of Laos were being mur
dered, tortured, starved, and gassed out 
of existence. I also discussed the fact 
that medical experiments to assess the 
effects of the gas had been organized by 
the Soviet Union, and that this genocidal 
campaign had reduced the H'Mong pop
ulation from an original of half-a-mil
lion to 70,000. 

I had a briefing this morning that con
firms that this gassing program is even 
worse than is generally known. I hope 
the ladies and gentlemen of the fourth 
estate up in the press gallery and all of 
us while on airplanes returning home to 
our districts will read this horrendous 
story which is the lead article in this 
month's Reader's Digest. 

The final line of this story refers to a 
young H'Mong boy, who says with one 
tear going down his face, "I am so sorry 
my country is dying," he said in a voice 
of pain. "Please do something." 

Mr. Speaker, it is a disgrace that the 
Department of State of our great coun
try has known about the gassing of the 
H'Mong for 18 months and done noth
ing. It also knows that gas is being used 
by the Soviets in Afghanistan. 

For God's sake, let us do something 
about this gassing and extermination of 
an entire people in Laos. 

I also want to thank the Speaker for 
the courtesy he has extended me while I 
speak on this horrendous issue. 

Do something. 

CREDIT CONTROL 
Mr. STANTON. Mr. Speaker, here in 

the Chamber yesterda.y afternoon the 
House by unanimous consent adopted the 
Senate-passed version of the Council on 
Wage and Pri:e Stability, with an 
amendment. By unanimous consent of 
this House, Mr. Speaker, we sent the 
amendment to the other body. The 
amendment, Mr. Speaker, was to agree 
with the other body that the Credit Con
trol Act of 1969 should expire in a year 
and a half from now. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with regret that I 
learned today the other body did not 
take up the papers because the papers, 
due to a telephone call from Secretary 
Miller and Stu Eizenstat to the Speaker, 
asked for the papers to be returned to 
the House. Mr. Speaker, it is my under
standing, and the staff has reported to 
me that this action was taken without 
consultation with the chairman of our 
committee, the gentleman from Wis
consin <Mr. REuss) or the chairman of 
the subcommittee, Mr. MooRHEAD. Mr. 
Speaker, I wish to express my deepest 
disappointment in this action taken con
trary to the unanimous consent of this 
House. 

ADMINISTRATION SETS UP BOUN
TY HUNT TO FILL HISPANIC 
QUOTAS 
<Mr. ASHBROOK asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, while 
millions of Americans are unemployed, 
the administration has set up an almost 
$500,000 bounty hunt to find Hispanics 
to fill civil service jobs paying from 
$18,500 to $50,000 per year. Under this 
program, in which the Office of Person
nel Management <OPM), and the De
partments of Commerce, Housing and 
Urban Development, and Health and 
Human Services are participating, the 
Vacancy Outreach Service will be paid 
$167 to bring in a qualified Hispanic 
applicant. 

This program has just begun. Phillip 
Shandler, writing in the Washington 
Star, quotes an OPM spokesman as say
ing that this first $455,000 represents 
just a pilot program, and added that, "If 
it does well, we may be able to get more 
money for this approach." 

It should be emphasized that this pro
gram is not aimed at employing needy 
people, but at filling ethnic quotas in 
middle- and upper-grade jobs. By this 
means, the Federal bureaucracy is seek
ing to fill quotas in competition with 
colleges and businesses which are also 
trying to fill similar ethnic quotas al
ready imposed on them by that same 
Federal bureaucracy. 

This administration insists on cutting 
back the child nutrition programs-pro
grams which provide food to school chil
dren. That is an area 1n which I have 
found myself in the unusual position of 
opposing a funding cut proposed by a 
liberal administration. There is not 
enough money for school lunches, but 
there seems to be no problem finding a 
half million dollars ready, and expecting 
plenty more, when liberal ideologies 
want to play their racial number:; game. 
As always, real needs take second place 
to liberal ideology. 

FAILURE TO PASS REVENUE SHAR
ING LEGISLATION 

<Mrs. HECKLER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her 
remarks.> 

Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Speaker, it is un
thinkable that the House will recess to
day without completing consideration of 
revenue sharing legislation. Congress 
failed to act and as a result this im
portant program expired on Septem
ber 30. I urge my colleagues to remedy 
this error. 

Clearly, the program is one of the 
most vital Federal programs avaUable to 
local governments. It provides for stable 
budgetary and fiscal planning and in
sures the adequate provision of essen
tial public services that range from 
health care to transportation needS. 

Revenue sharing gives local govern
ments maximum flexibility to quickly 
respond to pressing community needs. 

This program represents a wise use of 
taxpayers' money and lets each com
munity decide how and where to spend 
its money. 

If we fail to act on the reauthorization 
of the program, it will mean a loss of 
over $143 million to local communities in 
Massachusetts. My own congressional 
district alone received close to $90 mil
lion in the last several years. These were 
dollars that spelled growth and revihli
zation of hundreds of communitie..c; in 
Massachusetts. 

Now these communities are seVf!rely 
hampered in goals they have set for com
munity development. They must set their 
tax rates without the benefit of these 
badly needed funds. For instance, in the 
town of Hanson, in the lOth Congres
sional District, this will mean an addi
tional $4.35 tax burden for every 
resident. 

Multiply this figure for the hundreds 
of cities and towns in all the congres
sional districts in this Nation, and you 
will see a deterioration in facilities, serv
ices and ultimately the spirit of our 
citizens. 

Revenue sharing is no gift. It is simply 
the process that allows Americans to 
receive a fair share of the Federal pie 
that they, in fact, pay for. 

A vote for revenue sharing says we 
will not balance the Federal budget on 
the backs of our Nation's towns and 
cities. 

The passage of this legislation repre
sents a victory for local governments to 
beat back a bureaucratic bid at control 
of Federal funds. 

A NOTE OF OPTIMISM; THE 
PER~NT THINGS 

<Mr. BAUMAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks>. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
listened this morning with great interest 
to all the gloom, doom, politics and other 
disasters on both sides of the aisle and it 
prompted me, since this is probably the 
last da:v of our session before the recess, 
to mak(3 some observations about other 
and different things. I learned long ago 
in politics to always close on a note of. 
hope. 

Mr. Speaker, the harvesters are in th" 
field on the Eastern Shore of Maryland 
and the com is coming in. It has been 
a bad summer and the drought has re
duced the bushel yield, but there is com 
and the beans look good. Along with the 
coming election ads I have already seen 
ads for Thanksgiving turkeys. The pump
kins have appeared at the roadside 
stands and the cider is on sale. · 

Mr. Speaker, the other morning I 
heard f01 the first time this fall the voice 
of the Canadian geese which to us in 
Maryland is a promise of hope and a good 
future. They have come home again. 

No matter what we do here in the 
closing days or have done for the last 2 
years, perhaps this Congress ought to 
think about these things too. They are, 
perhaps, more enduring and permanent. 
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APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 

H.R. 8146, FEDERAL SUPPLEMEN
TAL UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSA
TION ACT OF 1980 
Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill <H.R. 8146> to 
provide a program of Federal supple
mental unemployment compensation, 
with Senate amendments thereto, dis
agree to the senate amendments, and 
request a conference with the senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, re

serving the right to object, could I in
quire of · my colleague, the gentleman 
from California <Mr. CoRMAN) if the 
House agrees today to go to conference, 
when does the gentleman think that 
would occur? 

Mr. CORMAN. I would assume it 
would be sometime close to the 12th "f 
November. As I understand it, the senate 
has recessed until that time and, there
fore, I assume they w.ill not be appointing 
conferees until that time. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Let me repeat, No
vember 12 or thereafter. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for his comment. 

Further reserving the right to object, 
I yield to my colleague from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRENZEL). 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I was tempted to object to this unani
mous consent request because I have 
little idea about what we would go into 
conference on. The Senate only passed 
its version last night and little is known 
about it now. But, it seems obvious we 
have to go into conference at some time. 
It is also obvious we cannot go into con
::erence before November 12. 

Because of difficult, controversial fea
tures, the matter could not be resolved. 
Regrettably it must be laid over until 
after the election. I suppose we may as 
well be prepared as soon as possible 
thereafter to go into the conference. 

Mr. Speaker, I shall not object and I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

0 1040 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gentle
man from California? The Chair hears 
none, and appoints the following con
ferees: Messrs. ULLMAN, CORMAN, RANGEL, 
BRODHEAD, RoUSSELOT, and FRENZEL. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali

fornia. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the 
House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The call wa.s taken by electronic de

vice, and the following Members re
sponded to their names: 

Adtia.bbo 
Akaka 
Ale•ander 
Anderson, 

[Roll No. 620} 
Bafalls 
Ba1lev 
Baldus 

Beard, Tenn. Fuqua Mattox 
Bedell Garcia Mavroulea 
Benjamin Gaydos Mazzoll 
Bennett Gephardt Mica 
Bereuter Gibbons Michel 
Bethune Gllman Mikulski 
Bevill Gingrich Miller, Callt. 
Bingham Ginn Miller, Ohio 
Blanchard Glickman Mineta 
Boggs Gonza~ ez 111· nlsh 
BoLand Goodllng Mitchell, Md. 
Bolling Gore Moakley 
Boner Gradlson M;o1rett 
Bonlor Gramm Mollohan 
Banker Graaaley Montgomery 
Bouquard Gray Moore 
Bowen Green Moorhead, 
Brademas Grisham OaUt. 
Breaux Guarini Moorhead, Pa. 
Brinkley Gudger Murphy, Dl. 
Bro1head Guyer Murphy, Pa. 
Brooks Hagedorn Murtha 
Broomfield Hall, Tex. Musto 
Brown, Call!. Hamilton MYers, Ind. 
Brown, Ohio Hammer- Natcher 
BroyhUl schmidt Neal 
Burgener Hance Nedzi 
Burlison Hanley Nelson 
Burton, Phillip Hansen Nowak 
Butler Harkln O'Brien 
Byron Harris Oakar 
Campbell Hawkins Oberstar 
carney Heckler Obey 
Carr Hefner Panetta 
Carter Hightower Pac;hayan 
Cavanaugh HUlls Patten 
CheDJey Hinson Paul 
Clausen Holland Pease 
Clay Hollenbeck Pepper 
Cleveland Holt Perldns 
Clinger Hopkins Petri 
Coelho Horton Peyser 
Coleman Howard Pickle 
Oolllns, Dl. Hubbard Porter 
Collins, Tex. Huckaby Preyer 
Conable Hurbes Price 
Conte Hutchinson Pritchard 
Corcoran Hutto Pursell 
Ootter Hyde Qu1llen 
Coughlin Ichord Rahall 
Courter Ireland R.a'lsback 
Crane, Daniel Jacobs Rangel 
Crane, Phlllp Je1rords Ratchford 
Daniel, Da.n. Jeff.ries Regula 
Daniel, R. W. Jenkins Rhodes 
Danielson Johnson, Call!. "Ptchmond 
Dannemeyer Jones, N.C. Rinaldo 
Dascble Jones, Okla. Ritter 
Davis, Mich. Jones, Tenn. Robinson 
Davis, S.C. ~a .. tenmeier Rodino 
de la Garza Ka.zen Roe 
Deckard Kellv Ro~ntbal 
Dellums Kemp Rostenkowski 
Derrtck Ktlc:1ee Rousselot 
Derwinaki Kindness Rovbal 
Devine Kognv!'ek RoYer 
Dickinson Kostmayer Rudd 
Dick'l Kramer Russo 
Donnelly La!1"ome.rslno Sabo 
D--rn~n Latta Sa.wver 
Dougherty Leach, Jowa Scheuer 
Downey Leath, Tex. Schroe"er 
Duncan, Tenn. Lederer Schulze 
Fa-rlv Lee Sensenbrenner 
Eckhardt Leland Sbs.rp 
Edl?8.r Lent Shelby 
Edwards, Ala. Levttu Sb,.mway 
E-iwards, Okla. Lewis S1mon 
E'merv Ltvtngston Skelton 
En.,.Ush LJovrt Sm'th. Towa 
E!"-fahl Loemer Smith, Nebr. 
Erlenbom Lon'!. La. Snowe 
Ertel Long, Md. Snyder 
Evans, Del. Lott S'"'la.tz 
Evans. Ga. Lowry SolC'mon 
Evans, Ind. Lufan Spence 
Parv Luken f:lt Gormaln 
Fascell L1•n-ifn,e Stack 
Ffl,zin Lull.I!Ten Stan~eland 
Fenwick M~0lorv F!t,.,...tnn 
Fe .. .-aro M~''"'n"'lllack Stenholm 
F'n•Uey M~Uarte f!towa..-t 
F'•'tt McEwen Stockman 
Fl'lher M~R,~h Ptolrec; 
F'thlan M<"ltaY Stratton 
Flfppo MadiP"&n S+11ti>1s 
F'orio 1\K,..,.,l.-e Stump 
Foley Markey S~ft. 
Ford, Tenn. M<> .. ~c; s:vmms 
Forsythe Marlenee Swnar 
Fountain Y...a!Tl.ott Tauke 

C&llf. 
And rewa, 

N.Dak. 

Anm.nnzto 
Anthony 
Ac;hht'OOk 
Ashley 
Atk"fnc;on 
AuCoin 
Badham 

Ba .. nard 
Barnes 
Bauman 
Beard,R~ 

Fowler 
._Frenzel 
Frost 

Martin 
Mathis 
Matsui 

Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 

Tra'ltler 
Trible 
Ullman 
VanDeerlin 
Vander Jagt 
Vanlk 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 

Waxman Wolpe 
Weiss Wright 
Whlte Wyatt 
Whitehurst Wydler 
Whltley Wylie 
Whi.ttaker Yates 
Whitten Yatron 
Williams, Mont. Young, Alaska 
WUliams, Ohio Young, Fla. 
Wilson, C. H. Young, Mo. 
Winn Zablocki 
Wlrth Zeferettl 
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The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 365 

Members have recorded their presence 
by electronic device, a quorum. 

Under the rule, further proceedings 
under the call are dispensed with. 

IN THE MATTER OF REPRESENTA
TIVE MICHAEL J. MYERS 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the privileged resolution, House Resolu
tion 794, in the Matter of Representative 
MicHAEL J. MYERS, and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. REs. 794 
Resolved, That, pursuant to article I, sec

tion 5, clause 2 of the United States Consti
tution, Representative Michael J. Myers be, 
and he hereby is, expelled from the House of 
Representatives. 

0 1100 
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STOKES 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. SToKEs moves to postpone further con

sideration of House Resolution 794 untU 
November 13, 1980. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Ohio <Mr. STOKES) will be recognized for 
1 hour. 

The Chair would request that the 
Members be seated. The Chair thinks, in 
fairness to both the Member charged and 
the committee, that as many Members as 
possible should be present on the floor. 

The Chair would ask the manager of 
both cloakrooms to notify the Members. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. STOKES). 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I ytleld to 
my distinguished chairman of the Ethics 
Committee, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. BENNETT) . 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, in order 
to preserve the integrity and the accu
racy of these proceedings, I a.sk unani
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
extend their remarks dn the Extension 
of Remarks section of the RECORD, but 
this consent request does not apply to re
visions of remarks to be delivered in the 
House today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objectfon to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, my motion 

to postpone would postpone the proceed
ings until the 13th day of November, the 
second day after we return from the re
cess. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a historic moment 
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in the House of Representatives. Not 
since 1861, nearly 120 years ago, has the 
House expelled one of its Members. As 
we consider the resolution of expulsion 
today against Representative MYERS, it 
seems to me that we should do so with all 
the care and due regard for both this in
stitution and the individual involved. 
This institution makes the Nation's laws. 
Therefore, we have the obligation to be 
more concerned with the rule of law and 
the observance of law than any other in
stitution in America. 

The resolution of expulsion now be
fore the House comes to the fioor by 
virtue of a resolution adopted by the 
Ethics Committee on which I sit. Our 
committee passed a resolution which 
made a finding, pursuant to rule 14 of 
the committee's rules, that the commit
tee should proceed promptly ·to hold 
disciplinary hearings for the sole pur
pose of determining what sanction to 
recommend to the House for the offenses 
he had committed. The decision of the 
committee to proceed under rule 14 was 
made after extensive discussion as to 
whether to proceed under rule 14 or 
rule 16 of the committee's rules. Had 
the committee proceeded under rule 16, 
we would have conducted a disciplinary 
hearing to receive evidence upon which 
to report findings of fact and recom
mendations to the House. 

Instead, the committee chose a sum
mary procedure under rule 14 which 
avoids the requirements of a normal dis
ciplinary hearing such as rule 16 under 
which a Member would have the right 
to call witnesses, offer evidence, cross
examine witnesses against him and have 
the burden of proof rest on the commit
tee staff with respect to establishing the 
case against him by clear and convinc
ing evidence. 

The truncated procedure under which 
rule 14 operates provides that if a Mem
ber, officer or employee of the House is 
convicted of a criminal offense for which 
a sentence of a term of at least 1 year 
may be imposed, the committee shall 
conduct a preliminary inquiry to review 
the evidence in order to ascertain wheth
er it constitutes a violation over which 
we have jurisdiction. 

Jf we make such a determination, a 
preliminary hearing is then held for the 
sole purpose of what action to recom
mend to the House respecting· such an 
offense. The committee determined that 
Representative MYERS had ·been con
victed as a result of the verdict of guilty 
by a jury at his trial. At the committee 
we learned that there is still pending at 
the trial court level a due process hear
ing which has been retained by the trial 
judge for an evidentiary hearing on 
whether the Member's due process rights 
were violated. This evidentiary hearing 
rai.ses serious constitutional questions, 
alleging that the executive branch of 
Government improperly and uncon
stituti.onally devised a Sting operation to 
test the probity of Members of Congress 
and that such a scan violated the con
stitutional doctrine of separation of 
powers. 

It also raises serious questions under 
the speech and debate clause. 

Now, I contend, Mr. Speaker, that I 
cannot vote to expel a Member, whose 
trial has not yet been completed, with 
this part of the trial still pending at the 
trial court level. 

Additionally, the Member, while con
victed by a jury, has not even yet been 
sentenced by the court. 

Because rule 14 references conviction 
in the context of Federal, State, or local 
court proceedings, it is necessary, then, 
that we look at rule 32(b) (1) of the 
Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, 
which provides that, and I quote: 

A judgment of conviction shall set forth 
the plea, the verdict or findings and the 
adjudication and sentence. If the defendant 
is found not guilty or for any other reason 
is entitled to be discharged, judgment shall 
be entered accordingly. The judgment shall 
be signed by the judge and entered by the 
clerk. 

Now, I cannot, Mr. Speaker, in good 
conscience vote to expel a Member where 
his sentence has not even yet been im
posed, may never be imposed, and where 
no judgment or conviction has even been 
entered upon the court's records. 

Therefore, it is indisputable that the 
trial process has not yet been completed, 
and there has been no final judgment in 
the trial court~ whioh is necessary 1n 
order to proceed under rule 14 of the 
committee's rules. 

In summary, Mr. Speaker, where the 
legislative branch seeks to use a convic
tion obtained in Federal court for pur
poses of adjudicating guilt in pursuance 
of its constitutional authority to expel its 
Members without a full trial and the 
accompanying panoply of protective 
seals that are attendant thereto, the 
predicate conviction should be imbued 
with a sense of complete and unequivocal 
finality so as to leave no doubt as to its 
validity. 

I have chosen to confine my remarks 
just to these legal aspects, with the 
knowledge that other Members have 
other concerns, such as the political situ
ation in which we find ourselves today. 
But it just seems to me that as 435 of us 
go home today, in order to try and ce
ment our own reelection and our own 
place in history, it seems to me that it is 
totally unfair for us to deny one Member 
of this House the same thing that each of 
us is concerned about doing in terms of 
our own reelection. And it seems to me 
that, in a sense of fairness that this 
House owes this Member of the House, 
the obligation to have his rights deter
mined, which can be determined, it would 
seem to me, by the 13th day of November 
when we come back to this House, I 
would urge the House to postpone this 
proceeding until we can do so in an at
moophere of fairness, the same kind of 
fairness that I think each and every 
Member of this House would ask of the 
other 435 Members with whom they 
serve. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has 
consumed 9 minutes. 

To whom does the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 

minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. HAMILTON), who is a 
member of the Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the motion to postpone 
House consideration of this resolution 
until the second day that we return from 
the recess on November 12. 

Like many of you, viewing the tapes 
for me was a profoundly disturbing ex
perience. 

It is really very hard to believe that 
a Member of this House could so conduct 
himself. The tapes are powerful evidence 
of gross misconduct. 

That conduct may very well be su.fli
cient eventually to support a motion to 
expel, but this House has an obliga
tion not only to discipline its Members 
for misconduct, but to do so in a man
ner that is scrupulously fair and above 
reproach. 

How we act in these disciplinary cases 
is just as important as the conclusions 
we reach. The overall goal of a House 
disciplinary proceedings is to repair the 
damage that has been done to the in
tegrity of the House by the Member's 
misconduct. That goal cannot be 
achieved unless our proceedings are fair 
to the accused. 

I trust it is not necessary for me to 
say that I do not support or condone Mr. 
MYERS' actions. Personally I find those 
actions reprehensible. Nonetheless, I be
lieve that to expel Mr. MYERS today is 
premature for several reasons. First, this 
motion to expell is premature because 
we simply should not decide it in a pre
election atmosphere. It is not fair to Mr. 
MYERS to decide his fate in that kind of 
an atmosphere. The decision should be 
made on the basis of a careful study of 
the evidence and scrupulously fair pro
cedures, not on the basis of political 
pressures. Members simply cannot free 
themselves from those pressures at the 
present time. 

Desoite the conduct of Mr. MYERS, 
indefensible as it may be, can anyone 
seriously contend that it is fair to Mr. 
MYERS to bring this matter to a vote 
today, with all of the urgent and im
mediate political pressures on the Mem
bers who face an election in a few days 
and with very little time to explain to 
constituents a tough vote. 

Members sit here this afternoon or 
this morning with airplane tickets in 
their pockets, with bags packed and 
poised for the rush to the airport which 
will begin in a matter of minutes when 
this matter is disposed of. 

It seems to me that the political pres
sures on Members to vote to expel are in 
many cases simply overwhelming. 

Would any one of us, were we to find 
ourselves in Mr. MYERS' place, think 
that that. was a fair deal? I think not. 

It is not a cool, deliberate, dispas
sionate atmosphere in which an issue 
of this magnitude to Mr. MYERS and to 
the House should be decided. 

our zeal to prove to our constituents 
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just before election our own purity 
should not override our duty to treat 
the accused with fundamental fairness. 
I cannot see any great harm in delaying 
this expulsion vote until the second day 
after we return. The main aim of an ex
pulsion is to remove the Member of the 
House from his legislative duties. 

During the recess, Mr. MYERS, of 
course, will not be engaged in any legis
la-tive duties. 

Second, this motion is premature be
cause the due process arguments have 
not even been heard by the courts, let 
alone decided. 

Mr. MYERs' :final conviction in the 
court is still contingent, as the gentle
man from Ohio ment:oned, upon the 
court hearing his arguments that he has 
been denied due process by governmen
tally created conspiracy. 

The questions raised in those argu
ments are important. Why was Mr. 
MYERS targeted for investigation? Was 
he lured into committing an act that he 
otherwise had no intention of commit
ting? Did the Government commit a 
crime itself? Did the Government manu
facture a crime? 

Now I do not mean to suggest the 
answer to those questions, but attempt
ing to prove them will result in the pro
duction of evidence that relates to an 
otfense under rule 14. 

What matters, in my judgment, is not 
that Mr. MYERS has not been technically 
convicted but why he has not been con
victed. He has not been convicted be
cause his due process arguments have 
not been heard, and it is premature to 
proceed to expel a Member until they 
have been heard and evaluated. 

Now, third, the motion to expel is pre
mature because it breaks so sharply with 
historical precedents of this House. If 
we choose to break those precedents, we 
should do so only after the most careful 
and deliberate consideration. 

In the entire history of this Congress 
only 15 Senators and only three Repre
sentatives have been expelled. They have 
been expelled for treason or in one case, 
for conspiracy against a foreign govern
ment. No Member of the House has been 
expelled for less than treason. 

Mr. MYERS is charged, not convicted, 
with corruption. No Member has been 
expelled for corruption. 

Moreover, House expulsion proceed
ings against a Member convicted in the 
courts have always been suspended at 
least until the appeals process has been 
exhausted. 

Mr. MYERs has not been convicted yet, 
much less exhausted his appeals. 

If the court should fail to convict or 
if a conviction is reversed on appeal, this 
House could find itself in the position of 
having expelled a Member who has never 
been-and may never be-convicted of a 
crime, when the precedents of the 
House dictate expulsion only for treason. 

Now precedents can, o{ course, and 
should be overturned for good reasons. 
Those reasons may eventually exist here; 
but in these rare and most serious ex
pulsion cases, such strong and consistent 
precedents of the House should not be 
overturned prematurely or without 
scrupulous regard for the rights of the 
accused. 

In sum, there are no good reasons to 
rush to judgment, except to meet our 
own political needs. 

On the other hand, there are two good 
reasons, at least, to delay. First, Mem
bers will have the evidence and the time 
to permit a proper analysis of this due 
process question. 

And second, Members will decide this 
important, unprecedented action in a 
nonpolitical and more dispassionate 
atmosphere. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
motion. 

Mr. PHTILIP BURTON. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAMll...TON. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. I would like 
to proudly associate myself with the gen
tleman's remarks, as well as the remarks 
of the gentleman from Ohio. There are 
few more thoughtful individuals serving 
this body than the gentleman in the 
well, Mr. HAMILTON. I fully support the 
etfort to postpone this action until after 
the election. The action today regret
tably, and we all know this privately, 
would be little more than a parliamen
tary lynching bee. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAMll.JTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. !CHORD. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I agree with the gentleman from Cal
ifornia. Certainly it is easy for me to do 
so as one who is not seeking relection. I 
might state that I went over and viewed 
the films yesterday, and I was very both
ered by what I saw. 

I do have one question of the gentle
man in the well, the gentleman from In
diana and I would first say that I do 
associate myself with his remarks. 
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I thought that there was a conviction, 

and that the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. MYERS) had appealed that 
conviction. I am greatly concerned about 
the issues of entrapment but I thought 
that there was a conviction which, of 
course, will not be :final until the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania has ex
hausted his appeals. 

Mr. HAMn..TON. It is my understand
ing that the jury has returned a verdict 
of conviction, but that the court itself 
has not pronounced a sentence of con
viction. The court set aside the due proc
ess question during the course of the 
trial and will hear those arguments on 
the due process question. 

Strictly speaking, as I understand the 
technical meaning of the word convic
tion in its usual sense, there has been no 
conviction here by the court. Conviction 
occurs only upon the pronouncement of 
the sentence. 

The important point is that the due 
process question has been set aside. 

Mr. !CHORD. Then I must vote for 
the motion of the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAMn..TON. I yield to the gentle
man from Arkansas. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I wish to compli
ment the gentleman from Indiana for 

an excellent statement. It is not easy for 
any of us today to be here under the 
circumstances of this resolution. I do 
not think that I could add anything to 
what the gentleman says. 

AI; an attorney, as a former law clerk 
for a Federal judge, I cannot in good 
conscience vote in any way other than 
to delay this proceeding until such time 
as there is a :final action taken by the 
court. 

I wish to associate myself with there
marks of the gentleman from Indiana 
and I compliment the very fine state
ment which the gentleman has made. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman's time 
has expired. 

Does the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
STOKES) desire to yield any further time? 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman 2 additional minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is rec
ognized for 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. CHARLES Wll...SON of Texas. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAMll.JTON. Yes, I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. CHARLES Wll...SON of Texas. I 
would like to associate myself also with 
the gentleman from Indiana's remarks. 
There is nothing that I can add in re
gard to the merits. Certainly it has been 
said better than I could say it; but I 
would like to point out to the House and 
particularly to the older Members of 
the House and to the Members of the 
House who were here before I got here, 
as the gentleman in the well was, that 
my predecessor was finally convicted of 
a felony and was-and no one ever sug
gested that he be expelled from the 
House, because he was a 20-year veteran, 
a very powerful Member, not a rather 
young Member. To me this whole thing 
smacks of a lynch mob and bullying 
the weakest possible Member. 

I would like to associate myself with 
the gentleman's remarks and also to 
point out that in the case of my prede
cessor and in the case of many others, 
that this action has not even been sug
gested, much less brought up on the day 
of adjournment before an election. 

Mr. HAMn..TON. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAMILTON. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. RANGEL. I would like to associate 
myself with the statement of the gentle
man in the well, as well as the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Of course, my predecessor was con
victed of no crime, and yet I think the 
records of this august body would indi
cate that there was a rush to judgment 
in the case of Adam Clayton Powell and 
the U.S. Supreme Court said not only 
was it unconstitutional, but I think most 
of his supporters felt it was immoral for 
the House to react in such an emotional 
way. 

I, too, am a former assistant U.S. at
torney. I think I share the feelings of all 
the Members that have had a chance 
to review those videotapes, that the con
duct of the Member in question certainly 
was repugnant to all of the standards 
that I believe that the Nation expects 
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from this Congress: but I have to agree 
with the gentleman, that we do not have 
the responsibility to judge each other's 
character, unfortunately, and I think 
until this matter is finally resolved in 
the courts that we should really come 
back and address ourselves to the issue 
in a climate that is not as political as 
the one we find ourselves in today. 

Mr. HAMILTON. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAMILTON. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I wish to congratulate 
my colleague for a truly fine and noble 
statement and express my view that this 
is evidence of the greatness of this body. 
the fairness and the essential goodness 
of this body and I wish to state that I 
have never been more proud to be a 
Member of Congress. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAMILTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. The gentleman from 
Kentucky is reluctant to sound a dis
cordant note, but I would ask the gentle
man, my dear friend from across the 
Ohio River and my colleague for 10 
years, he apparently makes two points. 
One is that this is not sufficiently clear 
in the record and that there are further 
due process arguments. 

I ask the gentleman, if on November 13 
if the House is disposed to continue this 
case, what happens if the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania's case has not been 
decided in a way the gentleman from 
Indiana would suggest? 

Mr. HAMILTON. I do not know the 
schedule of the courts. I think it may 
very well be likely that the court will not 
have acted finally by November 13. 

I think I really make two fundamental 
po~nts, and that is that failing to in
clude Mr. MYERS due process motions in 
the record and to deliberate on them and 
to discuss them was not fair to Mr. MYERS 
and I do not think most Members of this 
House have had the opportunity to do 
that. 

Second, the point is, the one that the 
chairman <Mr. STOKES) made, that is 
that simply this is not the time. 

We remove both of those defects by 
postponing until November 13. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Well, in other words, 
the gentleman, I believe, is stating to the 
gentleman from Kentucky and to the 
House that really there is no way to as
sure ourselves on November 13 or any 
date thereafter we will actually take this 
matter up, if the gentleman's view pre
vails in the House, which is until every 
appeal and every question is answered at 
the trial cou~t level, that we would not 
reach a final judgment. Is that the gen
tleman's position? 

Mr. HAMILTON. I think the gentle
man misunderstands. The motion is to 
postpone until a date certain and it is 
my intention, and I think the intention 
of the sponsor of the motion that we will, 
in fact, take up the matter on Novem
ber 13. 

Now, why is that advantageous? It is 
advantageous for the first reason be-

cause you get rid of this preelection at
mosphere that clouds the judgment, puts 
very great pressure on many, many 
Members in this Chamber. 

Second, it is advantageous because it 
permits us to examine in more detail 
than I think the committee did the en
tire due process argument. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. I thank the gentleman. 
I would just make one last comment. I 
continue to share the sentiments ex
pressed by the gentleman from Califor
nia that the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. HAMILTON) is one of our most 
thoughtful and decent Members of the 
House. He continues to be. 

I am somewhat disappointed in the 
fact that the gentleman seems to char
acterize those of us who may have a dif
ferent opinion as being somehow bludg
eoned by the political realities and 
stampeded by this kind of preelection 
lynch fever. I certainly do not have that 
lynch fever to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania. I do not have any feeling ex
cept one of profound sadness for the 
House of Representatives. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Indiana has expired. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished chairman 
of the Ethics Committee, the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. BENNETT). 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BENNETT. Well, I understand 
there is going to be a liberal treating of 
available minutes here and if there was 
not, there would be an inherent im
propriety occurring at this point in the 
RECORD, because Members who wish to 
speak in opposition to this motion have 
not been assured they are going to have 
an opportunity to speak; so my 5 min
utes is likely to extend beyond 5 minutes, 
because I see no other way to control 
that people have an opportunity to speak 
on the other side of this motion, so the 
5 minutes may get extensive. 

On that basis, I now would like to 
address the motion 

The committee has discussed in detail 
the meaning of rule 14, including the 
word ".convicted." On a number of 
occasions, but particularly during a 
lengthy meeting held in an executive 
session on September 3, after a thorough 
discussion the committee voted without 
dissent, voted 9 to zero to interpret a 
conviction so far as relevant here to 
mean a finding of guilt by a jury. This 
interpretation is not at all without judi
cial precedent, as has been contended 
here today. For example, courts have 
treated a guilty verdict prior to sentenc
ing or prior to a formal judgment of 
conviction as having been sufficient 
finality so that the witness may be im
peached by the conviction and the court 
decisions are set in an extension of re
marks which I made on September 30 
where I gave a preliminary notice of 
what I was going to say here today, so 
it could be read in advance. 

Even if there were no judicial prece
dents at all or if the judicial precedents 
were to the contrary, that would not 
affect the situation here, however. A 
committee of the House has both the 
power and the responsibility to interpret 

its own rules so as to best carry out the 
legislative process. It is not up to a court 
to contradict a committee in the inter
pretation of its own rules. 

In this case, the committee viewed the 
basic intent of rule 14 and determined 
that it must mean that the committee 
should promptly initiate a preliminary 
inquiry once a jury has found a Mem
ber guilty of a serious offense. 
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Otherwise a Member could continue 

to serve in the House for months or even 
many years after his conviction, no mat
ter how serious was his offense, while 
courts decided various motions or appeals 
tangential to the basic issue at trial. This 
would frustrate the whole purpose of rule 
14. 

I must say rule 14, is to allow for 
prompt action following a jury finding 
of guilt. After all, the conviction merely 
triggers the preliminary inquiry which, 
in turn, allows the committee to turn 
to the relevant facts. 

This gentleman is not being tried on 
the question of having been convicted. 
He is being tried on the basis of the 
evidence which was submitted and that 
evidence submitted came from the trial 
court proceedings plus the proceedings 
before the committee. He is not being 
convicted here of having been convicted 
there. The conviction only has a rele
vance insofar as it triggers the action of 
the committee. 

Incidentally, that rule is mandatory. 
It does not say the committee may do 
it, it says the committee shall do it, and 
the committee did it, as the rules say. 

It should also be pointed out that the 
due process motion now pending before 
the district court in Brooklyn is not based 
upon some alleged error at trial such as 
improper admission of evidence. It does 
not relate to entrapment, which Repre
sentative MYERS never pleaded as a de
fense at his trial, nor a claim of a lack 
of criminal predisposition on his part, for 
his motion specifically states that the 
presence of or the absence of criminal 
predisposition is totally irrelevant to his 
motion. Specifically it states as read to 
us here by Mr. STOKES. Rather, Repre
sentative MYERS' motion attacks the in
dictment alleging governmental miscon
duct in the carrying out of the Abscam 
operation. 

The district court due process deci
sion, whenever it does come, will not 
change what the committee has seen and 
heard on numerous tapes or suggests 
that the evidence given by Mr. MYERS 
himself is somewhat untrustworthy or in
admissible. 

There is even a more important point. 
The committee did not base its recom
mendation solely on the trial evidence. 
Of equal, if not overriding importance, 
was the evidence given to the committee 
on two occasions by Representative 
MYERS himself. He admitted in that testi
mony he received $50,000 in cash think
ing it was $100,000, that he believed this 
money was coming from a real sheik, 
that he thought the sheik was being 
ripped off by those with whom the Rep
resentative was dealing, and in return 
for the money he received, Representa-
tive MYERS promised to introduce legtsla-
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tion to benefit the sheik and that he, 
therefore, thereafter brought another 
Congressman to the sheik's representa
tive, recommending that this Congress
man be given a $10,000 campaign con
tribution. 

Those are the things that Representa
tives MYERS said before our committee. 
His principal defenses were that he 
was play-acting and he never really 
actually intended to introduce the prom
ised legislation. 

As to his play-acting, it is simply be
lied by the tapes. 

In any event, he has never explained 
how he could properly have taken sub
stantial sums of money from someone 
who did not know it was anything but 
an act. 

As for his never having introduced 
legislation, that is not a necessary ele
ment of the crimes of which he is con
victed: bribery, conspiracy, and viola
tion of the Travel Act. Thus the com
mittee was fully capable of deciding and 
did decide Representative MYERs seri
ously violated the law and did so in 
complete conformity with its rules. 

In the things that have been ad
dressed, there have been addressed a 
number of things, one was the precedent 
in the House and in the Senate because 
the same provision applies under the 
Constitution, and it is not true that the 
only penalties which have ever gone to 
expulsion have gone for treason. If it 
had been, that is not a precedent, it was 
no decision that it should not be done 
under the rules. Particular people, par
ticular evidence might have been found 
guiltless in a particular case but that 
does not set a precedent that we cannot 
do it and, as a matter of fact, the Con
stitution certainly does not imply that. 
If treason was the only thing, it would 
have just added that to the treason sec
tion of the Constitution or it could have 
just said treason. As a matter of fact, 
the first person expelled from Congress 
was a Senator and it was not for trea
son, it was for involvement in anti
Spanish activities of some years back. 

Now, insofar as the matter of prece
dent is concerned, there is no precedent 
against bringing a case of this type. The 
argument has been made that he should 
be sentenced to go to jail and, of course, 
in the Diggs case we had this question 
come up. We had the question come up 
because the committee felt that in the 
case of Mr. Diggs' involvement with his 
staff, an internal matter, it was not a 
thing that in the opinion of the commit
tee justified expulsion and the commit
tee recommended, instead, censure. 

Some Members of the Congress 
thought he ought to be expelled but it 
was decided by those Members and 
others that the proper thing to do was 
wait to see if he went to jail and then, 
if he went to jail, we could possibly 
expel him. But the committee made a 
decision in that case that it was not a 
case that warranted expulsion except 
if he had actually been put in jail and 
did not make a decision to do that. That 
was something the House itself left open 
and, of course, it became a moot case 
because Mr. Diggs resigned from the 
Congress and made that decision a moot 

case. He actually requested on several 
occasions, by extended motions, that is 
Mr. Diggs, that the matter be postponed 
until all things had been handled in his 
case and the committee, as it did in this 
case, denied that application. 

So it is very consistent with what we 
d~d in the Diggs case. 

Now, some very strong language has 
been used here and I am glad not too 
much of it has been used. I have been 
on this committee some time now and 
I remember in the past there were very 
negative things said about the commit
tee. They have not really been said here 
today and I am glad that is so because 
\Ve are no~ try~ng the committee. 

The word "lynch" trial has been used 
several times here, though, and when 
you ask Members of Congress to serve on 
th!s committee I really think it is not 
very tasteful to say that the committee 
has indugled in any sort of activity of 
that type. This is a very painful proce
dure, requires a lot of time, anxiety, 
stra:n on the part of the Members and 
on the part of the committee and that 
is no reason to vote one way or the other 
in this matter on that basis, but I hope 
the language used on the floor of the 
House will reflect the thoughtful judg
ment of the people who use it, because 
there is nothing at all that would indi
cate that anything that Mr. MYERS 
wanted to do in this case was not done 
for him. He was offered complete oppor
tunity for any evidence he wanted to 
offer. We heard all of the evidence. We 
never denied any of the evidence. We 
gave him ample time to present the mat
ter to us. 

So I must say, and I am about to con
clude my remarks and anybody that 
wants me to yield to them please ask. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT. Not until I finish my 
sentence. Does the gentleman have a 
lengthy statement? 

Mr. HALL of Texas. I want to ask the 
gentleman one question. 

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. If it has been de
termined that the due process hearing 
has not been held yet, my question is 
this: If at the hearing on the due proc
ess matter it is determined by the court 
that Mr. MYERs' due process rights have 
not been afforded to him, would that not, 
in effect, vitiate and set-aside the judg
ment of the conviction? 

Mr. BENNETT. It would not affect the 
triggering of the rule. The rule says con
viction and the man has been convicted 
according to the decisions of the court 
and according, what is more important, 
according to the decision of the commit
tee who gave the rule, and it is our re
sponsibility under lots of decisions to 
make an interpretation of that rule. 

So the conviction occurred, it triggered 
the procedure, and if the conviction is 
set-aside it will not in any way affect this 
proceeding. The only thing that convic
tion has to do with this is to trigger the 
rule. The conviction has occurred. It is 
a past tense proposition. The committee 
determined the evidence. The committee 

looked at the evidence. The evidence is 
not in controversy in this case. 

It is only a question of whether the 
Government, the executive branch of the 
Government unduly did something, not 
entrapment, because that was not 
pleaded, but in some way did something 
it should not do. It has nothing to do 
with triggering the action of the com
mittee and if it is set-aside for anything 
that is pending or could be pending it 
will in no way afiect the action of this 
House. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Will the gentle
man yield for one additional question? 

Mr. BENNETT. I yield. 
Mr. HALL of Texas. But if the due 

process proceeding is found in favor of 
Mr. MYERS, at that point in time he 
would not be convicted of any ofiense, 
would he? 

Mr. BENNETT. He would no longer be. 
He is at the present time. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. If we act now to 
expel, would we not have, would we not 
expel a person who has been convicted 
of no ofiense? 

Mr. BENNETT. Most of the people in 
the history of this Congress who have 
been expelled from Congress have not 
been expelled on the basis of conviction. 
Most of them have been expelled on the 
basis of evidence of things that they 
have done that are wrong and that is 
what the Constitution says. It is only this 
rule, this rule is the only one here for 
the purpose for seeing to that when a 
man is convicted that his trial shall go 
forward in the House. 

0 1140 
The SPEAKER. The time of the gen

tleman has expired. 
Mr. STOKES. I yield 1 additional min

ute to the distinguished chairman the 
gentleman from Florida <Mr. BENNETT). 

Will the chairman yield to me on the 
point of the Member who just posed 
that question to him? 

Mr. BENNETT. Since the gentleman 
has got all the time and he is not yield
ing half of the time, I guess I will try 
to get more time. 

Mr. STOKES. I will be delighted to 
yield such time as my distinguished 
chairman wants. I discussed with him 
at the beginning how much time he 
wanted, and the chairman said to me at 
that time, "I probably will not take very 
long. I will take about 5 minutes." 

Mr. BENNETT. I meant that myself 
personally because the gentleman did 
not tell me I could have half of the time. 

Mr. STOKES. If the gentleman will 
yield, I would just like on that point to 
address the point with him. I think this 
is important to the Members to have this 
polnt addressed. I would just like to cite 
the case of Corey v. United States, 
reported at 375 U.S. 169, a 1963 case 
where: 

The defendant was committed to the 
Attorney General after conviction pending 
a study to be used as a basis for determining 
sentence. After three months of commit
ment the court suspended sentence and 
placed defendant on probation. The defend
ant's appeal within 10 days !rom the proba
tion order was dismissed as untimely by the 
court of appeals on the ground that the time 
!or appeal expired 10 days after entry of the 
commitment order. The Supreme Court re-
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versed 1n an 8-1 declslon sta.tlng unequiv
ocally that "Final judgment ln a criminal 
case," the Court has said, "means sentence. 
The sentence ls the judgment." 

Also quoting Berman against United 
States, another Supreme Court case. 

Mr. BENNETT. I would like to respond 
quickly to that. Judge Ross, when inter
preting the term "conviction" in rule 609 
of the Federal Rules of Evidence, stated: 

We find no significant difference between 
the jury's finding o! guilt and the entry 
o! judgment thereon as !ar as probative value 
!or impeachment purposes. United States v. 
Rose, 526 F.2d 745, 757. 

Judge Mulligan, when interpreting the 
term "conviction" in the same thing said 
in the case of United States v. Vander
basch, 610 F.2d 95: 

We hold that a jury verdict o! gullty 
prior to entry of judgment is admissible for 
impeachment purposes • • •. 

And it has been so decided tn other 
circuits. 

In so deciding we follow several other 
circuits which have held that there is no 
distinct ion between a. jury's finding of guilty 
a.nd the entry of judgment for impeachment 
purposes. 

However, I want to say to you the com
mittee is not controlled by that. Mr. 
MYERS has been found guilty by this 
committee. It is not a question of wheth
er this has been a judgment by the 
court. Whether or not he remains con
victed by the court is irrelevant to this. 
The relevance is that the conviction trig
gered the action of the committee, and 
the committee found him guilty and rec
ommended to the House. 

I must say to you, the committee must 
have tremendous staff if it is going into 
all of these tangential things having to do 
with court decisions, which have no per
tinency to our rules and regulations we 
would be going to an operation here of 
100 lawyers. It is no way to operate this 
way. That is not what the Constitution 
provides. It is not what the rules of the 
House provide. The rules of the House 
provide that this committee shall recom
mened to the House of Representatives 
when it has found wrongdoing and good 
evidence of it. We are not tied up with all 
those cases in Federal court. 

Mr. BAILEY. Will the gentleman yield 
to me? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman has exPired. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
additional minute to the distinguished 
chairman. 

Mr. BATI..EY. Mr. Speaker, was there 
not a stage in the committee proceedings 
where the decision was made to proceed 
under 14? I think this was the conscious 
decision made to accept the work pro
duct of the Federal district court to pro
ceed under 14 as opposed to 16, and I be
heve, because I support the chairman in 
his interpretation of the powers uf the 
committee under the Rules of the House 
and rules of this procedure where we are 
proceeding under 13--
. Mr. BENNETT. I must correct one 
thing. We did not decide we were going 
to take what the court did. That is 
not what rule 14 says. Rule 14 says you 
have to look at all the evidence, but you 
can look at other evidence. The only ev1-

dence we took was to allow Mr. MYERS to 
come in and say what he wanted to say. 

Mr. BAIT..EY. All right, but for the ed
ification of the Members under rule 14 
which provides a basic way for proceed
ing, under 14 it is indeed a "conviction" 
as oppo5ed to actions which can be taken 
properly and timely but with a different 
procedural setup under different rules. 

Mr. BENNETT. That is correct. 
Mr. BAIT..EY. I will ask the chairman 

is that not correct? 
Mr. BENNETT. Yes. 
Mr. BAILEY. I, therefore, would just 

remind the House that the point that 
was made by the gentleman from Texas 
does go to the issue of a conviction under 
14 since if an alternate rule had been 
chosen, we would not be dependent 
thereon. 

Mr. BENNETT. The gentleman might 
be in a good position to say that except 
for the fact that all the law and all the 
procedural determinations that have ever 
been made in any comparable cases have 
said that the committee of Congress 
makes these decisions itself, and we have 
made that decision. After all, all we are 
trying to do is to bring these facts to the 
floor of the House. We should not entrap 
ourselves in any kind of procedural mat
ter. This is not ''a Philadelphia lawyer" 
case, this is a case of bringing the real 
facts before the House. We should not 
make such arbitrary rules--

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from New York (Mr. BINGHAM). 

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
gentleman's motion with great reluc
tance, because I have enormous respect 
for him and the others who have indi
cated their support for this motion. 

As I listen to the debate, I think we are 
in danger of getting tangled up in a legal 
cobweb. And I say that as a lawyer. 

To me it is immaterial whether or not 
there has been a final conviction in this 
case. We have before us the statements 
made by Mr. MYERS on the videotapes 
and the statements he made before the 
committee. 

From Mr. MYERS himself, then we have 
the incontrovertible fact that he was sell
ing his services as a Congressman for 
substantial sums of money. To me it 
makes no difference whether the services 
were real or, as he claims, pretend. If 
they were only pretend, the corruption 
is no less. 

Mr. MYERS has thus brought shame on 
himself and on this House. And we will 
bring added shame on ourselves if we fail 
to make clear to the American people in 
e. decisive and vigorous way that such 
conduct will not be tolerated by this 
House. 

To take any lesser action than expul
sion would, I am afraid, demonstrate to 
our already disillusioned young people 
that the Congress protects its own and 
condones the kind of influence peddling 
Mr. MYERS engaged in. 

Even to defer a decision would. be seen 
as a copout, deservedly. The people of 
this country-and especially the people 

of Pennsylvania~s First District are en
titled to know how we feel about Mr. 
MYERS' conduct. Those of us who believe 
in good conscience that Mr. MYERS 
should not be expelled from this House 
should, I submit, be willing to go on rec
ord to that effect now. 

If we bite the bullet now, and the deci
sion is to expel Mr. MYERS, he may none
theless be reelected. If so, the situation 
next January would be different. Once 
his constituents had spoken in the face 
of all the facts, I for one would not favor 
barring MYERS from taking his seat. 

On the other hand, if we lay the mat
ter over until November, what we then 
do will be academic-little more than a 
gesture. 

Like I am sure everyone in this Cham
ber I feel desperately sorry for MICHAEL 
MYERS and his family, and I :find it pain
ful to hurt them. But the question before 
us far transcends such personal senti
ments. The question before us, as I see 
it, is sim~ly this: What must we do to 
preserve as best we can the confidence of 
the American people in the integrity of 
this institution? 

0 1150 
Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin (Mr. OBEY) . 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I have seen 
the tapes referred to by the gentleman 
from New York, I have read the com
mittee report. I think the conduct en
gaged in by Mr. MYERS is reprehensible 
and, if we do proceed to a final vote on 
this issue today, I shall vote to expel him. 

I deeply believe that this is precisely 
the wrong time for this House to act. I 
say that for a very simple reason. I am 
not a lawyer. I do not know what the 
proper interpretation of past legal prece
dence would be in this instance. How
ever, Mr. Speaker, I do know what is 
going on in this House this week. This 
is the last week of the session and almost 
every Member is doing what I am doing. 
We are closeted in meetings with our 
staffs, we are trying to clear the deck to 
get out of here. We are paying attention 
not to the Myers case, but we are paying 
attention to what we have to put into 
our briefcases to go home and conduct an 
election. 

I would submit, that is not the correct 
atmosphere in which to take the historic 
action which we will be taking today. 

The gentleman from New York men
tioned the tapes. Well, I checked this 
morning, and less than a majority of 
this House have bothered to go see the 
tapes. Now, those are supposedly exhibit 
No. 1 in the case that the committee is 
bringing. I do not say this to criticize 
the committee. I know from past experi
ence that there is nothing this commit
tee can do, there is no way that this com
mittee can proceed without meeting an 
objection from one-quarter of the House 
or the other. However, I would simply 
say, to me it is fundamental. We have 
an obligation, even to the worst among 
us. We have an obligation to give this 
case our undivided attention and I would 
submtt that the numbers of people who 
have gone down to view the tapes indi-
cates that people have been distracted, 
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they have their mind on a lot of other 
things. 

There is no doubt in my mind, frankly, 
that Mr. MYERS will be expelled, whether 
it is today or whether it is after we come 
back. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I would first like to com-
plete my statement. · 

All I would suggest is that we owe it to 
history to expel Mr. MYERS for the right 
reasons, if he is to be expelled, and we 
owe it to ourselves to provide sufficient 
time to this case so that we walk out of 
here knowing that we have given the 
House and Mr. MYERS the fairest possible 
opportunity to present his own case, and 
I submit we have not been able to do 
that, for reasons which are no ones 
fault but we have not been able to do 
that in the last week of this session. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman now yield? 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HUGHES. I just do not want the 
record to reflect that the great majority 
of Members did not see the tapes. I for 
one did see the tapes. There was no sign 
in. I am not sure they were taking names. 
Just about every Member I have talked 
to have seen the tapes. Most of those I 
have talked to h:1ve read the transcript 
and the telephone conversations. I would 
not want the record to reflect we have 
not tried to prepare ourselves for this 
important day. 

Mr. OBEY. All I can say to the gentle
man is that I, too, have talked to a good 
many Members around here and I have 
talked to a good many Members who 
have not read Mr. HAMILTON's dissent. for 
instance. I have talked to a good many 
Members who have not seen the tapes 
and I am not criticizing them because 
I know the conditions under which we 
are operating. 

Mr. Speaker, I simply suggest we owe 
it to the House, if we are going to take an 
act of expulsion, and this is the first time 
that will have occurred in this century, 
we should be better prepared to do that 
than I think many of the Members of the 
House are today. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. STOKES. I yield the gentleman 1 
additional minute. 

Mr. OBEY. I now yield to the gentle
man from South Carolina <Mr. SPENCE). 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, the gentle
man makes a very good point. The gen
tleman is in favor of voting to expel but 
not now. The gentleman feels this is the 
wrong time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask the question 
what would the position of the gentle
man be should Mr. MYERS not be reelect
ed and this body does not have the op
portunity at the right time to vote for 
expulsion. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, as I under
stand it the motion is not to postpone 
the consideration of this matter until 
Jan~ary, the motion is to postpone it 
until the second day of the session in 

November and I do not think that that 
question applies in that case. 

Mr. SPENCE. There are those who 
take the position the courts will rule 
wrong because the courts have said they 
will not rule until after January. 

Mr. OBEY. I have not taken that po
sition. As I say, I am not a lawyer. I 
simply know from moving around this 
House that this matter has not received 
the attention it ought to receive from the 
membership, if we are going to act on 
something as fundamental as the expul
sion of a Member. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I think ev
eryone has his own reason for wanting 
to avoid the responsibility that only we 
have. We can use any one we want to 
accomplish that. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
EDGAR) for a unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the time limit of 1 
hour be extended by 15 minutes and that 
that 15 minutes be yielded to the chair
man of the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct so that those who care 
to speak against the motion would have 
at least some time to make their point. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to do that because of the importance of 
this particular action today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina <Mr. PREYER). 

Mr. PREYER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
address a question that seems to be 
bothering many Members of the House 
and that is the feeling that what we do 
here seems to depend on what happens 
in the courts. I would like to make the 
po'nt that the gentleman from New York 
<Mr. BINGHAM) made that we are not 
bound in any way by what happens in 
the courts. 

The point has been made that, one, 
there is no conviction within the mean
ing of the law in this case, since no final 
judgment has been entered. Let me make 
two points on that. First, the case law is 
very clear that a jury verdict of guilty 
is a conviction for purposes of impeach
ment. There are three or four Supreme 
Court cases principally in 1977 and 1979, 
that make that clear. 

Second. Mr. Speaker, no matter what 
is the case law on it, as the chairman 
has pointed out, we make our own rules 
in this House on what constitutes a con
viction. I do not think that point should 
concern us at all. 

Another point seems to be the due 
process hearing has not been completed 
and there is concern that perhaps the 
judge will say the FBI behaved so out
rageously in this case that the whole 
trial will be vitiated. 

0 1200 
We~, let me say to you, if that happens, 

that 1s a matter for the Judiciary Com
mittee to go into. It is not a matter for 
the Standards Committee to go into. The 
tape is there. It is there for all time. 
Whatever happens on the due process 

hearing; whatever happens on the ap
peal process; whether the case is reversed 
because the judge did not instruct the 
jury properly, or whether the FBI over
reached, does not change one iota what 
is there on the tape, and that is what 
we have to deal with. 

Now, appeals can drag on for months. 
They can even drag on for years, and 
one reason we adopted rule 14 is that it 
is not proper for someone who is con
victed by a jury of an oft'ense, a serious 
oft'ense, to be allowed to continue to serve 
for month after month, and even years, 
after his conviction while the court ruled 
on some tangential matters. 

I regret that this matter comes up at 
this time, but I would say to you, on 
November 13 or whatever the date it 
might be put over to, nothing will have 
been changed. There will be no dift'erent 
evidence. The job we face then will be 
unpleasant; it is unpleasant right now, 
and as the gentleman from New York 
said, I think we do owe it to the voters 
of the Pennsylvania district to make 
some judgment on this. 

We have given Mr. MYERS every right 
to testify. We oft'ered him the right three 
times, and he testified twice before the 
committee. We have oft'ered to call any 
witnesses which he wanted to call. I think 
the committee has acted in all good faith 
and with all due process on this, and I 
would urge that the motion be denied. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. FOWLER) . 

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, I had not 
desired to speak or wanted to speak, 
and I think I speak for the majority of 
my colleagues on the Ethics Committee 
that this is a sad day for all of us. I 
want to try to straighten out as best 
I can •. to the best of my abilities, some 
of what has been said that morning, 
because those of us who are laWYers and 
those of us who are not lawyers, both on 
the committee and in the House, I think 
could not help but be confused by some 
of the terminology. Because the time is 
short, I will speak as briefly as possible, 
but try to make several points and re
inforce what Judge PREYER has just said 
to you. 

First of all, from the mouth of the 
court itself, the judge in the case, the 
due process hearing will not be heard 
at least until January or February, if 
that made any dift'erence to the deliber
ations of this House. It does not. Our 
requirement is constitutional. Article I, 
section 5: We shall discipline our Mem
bers, our membership; and it gives in 
the Constitution the right to expel, 
which I suppose means--! assume 
means the duty to expel if the merits 
meet the case. 

As the gentleman from North Caro
lina just said, we will know-you will 
know-no one will know-any more on 
November 13 than we do now. Mr. 
MYERS has had a full hearing before the 
Ethics Committee. His counsel, with his 
consent, stipulated the record from the 
trial, stipulated the record that was 
essential for the Congress to act. 

The tapes--three statements by Mr. 
MYERS himself--entrapment was never 
pleaded. The question that is somehow 
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a part of this due process language, 
really, the legal defense of entrapment 
has not been pleaded either before the 
courts or before the Congress. 

So that, the due process hearing, 
whatever happens at any time, will not 
change the evidence that is now before 
the Congress by way of the Ethics 
Committee. 

In fact, this discussion that you have 
heard, this legal discussion, one thing 
was omitted. The conviction that trig
gered the preliminary hearing before the 
Ethics Committee, that conviction being 
defined as a finding of guilt by the jury, 
was agreed to unanimously by the Ethics 
Committee, unanimously by those thait 
now dissent, that we were defining under 
our rules as required by our rules that 
the finding of guilt by the jury in the 
case in itself triggered the preliminary 
inquiry that led to this action. Our rules 
have been followed. 

I do not speak to the merits. The com
mittee's action, I think, speaks for itself. 
The precedent again, I think, is the only 
one left. It is not really a precedent. In 
1861 three Members were expelled for 
treason, the treason being, arising under 
the circumstances of the Civil War. This 
is a question of ethical conduct. It is a 
question that has been an issue, that has 
been confessed to by Mr. MYERS before 
your committee and before the Congress. 
It has not been a legal precedent before 
simply because a legal precedent has not 
occurred. There have not been these 
facts, and we have the sad duty to dis
pose of it. 

But, we will know no more on Novem
ber 13 or January 15, there will be no 
more evidence. Whatever happens in the 
court or to the courts or to the process 
will be irrelevant to our constitutional 
duty in article I, section 5. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOWLER. I will be glad to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. STOKES. Under the point raised 
by the gentleman in the well with re
spect to the unanimity of a vote to pro
ceed with the preliminary inquiry, would 
the gentleman from Georgia agree that 
at that point all the committee had be
fore it and all the committee knew was 
what we found out from the newspapers 
and other reports, and that was that 
there had been a conviction in a court 
of law, and at that time the question 
had not been raised to our committee 
with reference to the fact that a due 
process hearing was pending and tliat 
this man had not had his full rights at 
the trial level. Would the gentleman 
agree to that? 

Mr. FOWLER. The question, I think 
the gentleman from Ohio will agree with 
me, for whom I have the greatest re
spect, as he knows, always has been the 
technicality of whether or not, absent 
the sentencing by the court and any fu
ture motions-due process, procedural, 
or otherwise-whether or not technically 
a conviction has occurred, because that 
is really the only thing raised by Mr. 
MYERs through his counsel, and the com
mittee in dealing with that question in 
reading our own rules, decided that 'the 
finding of guilt by that jury, quite ab-

sent from sentencing, quite absent from 
any subsequent due process motions or· 
any other motions to be filed, that that 
in itself was a conviction under our rule 
that mandated-not permissive-that 
mandated a preliminary inquiry under 
our rules to go forward, and that was-

Mr. STOKES. The gentleman will 
agree, there was no vote on that issue. 

Mr. FOWLER. It was voted on and it 
was unanimous. 

Mr. STOKES. The vote was on whether 
we would proceed under rule 14 and 16, 
and we had a divided vote on that. 
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Mr. FOWLER. That was a prior vote, 

I agree with that. This is the question: 
Mr. MYERS, with all due respect, I am not 

arguing the merits. I said nothing about the 
merits. I am sticking to the motion. 

Mr. MYERS is asking to have it through 
his counsel; as a good lawyer, he is ask
ing to have it both ways. He is saying to 
us that he has not been conVIcted but 
at the same time he is asking in the 
public forum the people of his district 
to judge. He is saying that he will be 
judged on election day by this conviction, 
and, therefore, he is asking us to delay 
until they have an opportunity to speak 
on a conviction that has occurred in the 
courts that he says is not a conviction 
before the U.S. Congress. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, the gentle
man did not address my question. 

Mr. BENNETT. Well, I will answer the 
question. 

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, I did my 
best. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, I did address it on 
September 3. 

I, as the chairman, said, 
The motion before us by Mr. SPENCE to in

terpret the word, "conviction," to be action 
by the jury in this matter, all those in favor 
let it be known by raising your !l'ight hand. 
All those opposed, no. 

I accepted it as unanimous. So it is a 
matter of record. We did have a 9-to-0 
vote on this precise issue. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Georgia <Mr. FoWLER) has 
expired. 

Mr. FOWLER. I would be glad to yield 
if I still had time. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
from Florida <Mr. BENNETT) desire to 
yield time? 

Mr. BENNETT. Yes, Mr. Speaker, other 
Members have requested time. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
EDGAR). 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Speaker, I just want 
to take a. moment to explain why I 
asked for the additional time. 

I think the decision that we make to
day is a difficult one. Under the proce
dure of offering a motion to table to a 
date certain, on November 13, the gentle
man who offered that motion, Lou 
STOKES, a ~ell-respected Member of the 
House, does have control of the full hour. 

It was my feeling, in the course of the 
debate and as the discussion was pro
ceeding, that most of the organized 

statements prepared on that motion were 
being made, and if that motion to post
pone this to a date certain were to suc
ceed, some of the discussion and the de
bate focusing on the issue of expulsion 
would not take place. 

Let me speak just briefly to the mo
tion. I plan to vote against the motion 
to postpone. I have a great deal of re
spect for the author o! the motion, Lou 
STOKES, who was chairman of the House 
Assassinations Committee. I also have a 
great deal of respect for Mr. RICHARDSON 
PREYER, who spoke in the well on the 
other side of this issue. 

My feeling is that our action should 
take place today because there is never 
a good time for expelling a Member of 
the House. The precedent in this case, 
in my view, is an ethical precedent stated 
by the rules of the Ethics Committee, 
which reported out a motion by a 10-
to-2 vote, as I understand it, to expel 
Congressman MYERS. 

I think, after a careful consideration of 
all the facts, after a viewing of the tapes, 
and after a reading of the material that 
has been provided, that we are faced 
with a very difficult question, and all of 
these questions are difficult in times of 
political election. 

Mr. Speaker, I would simply state that 
these are difficult days and difficult votes, 
but I believe the time for a decision on 
this matter rests today. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. HUGHES). 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I would just like to associate myself 
with the remarks of my colleague, the 
gentleman from Georgia. I think he did 
point out the facts-and my efforts to get 
time earlier were to point out exactly 
what he pointed out-and that is that 
our findings can be totally divorced from 
a conviction in a criminal court. That 
basically is irrelevant. 

When I came to the floor today, I had 
some concern as to whether or not our 
colleague from Pennsylvania had an op
portunity to present whatever evidence 
he wanted bearing on any issue, includ
ing the due process issue. Even though 
that is not totally relevant, I think it is 
important from the standpoint of fair
ness. I understand that, in addition to 
the record that is stipulated, our col
league, Mr. MYERS, had an opportunity 
to present whatever evidence he wanted 
to present on any of the circumstances 
leading up to the conduct that he is 
being charged with today. 

Mr. Speaker, under those circum
stances, I intend to support the commit
tee and its findings. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. MARTIN). 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, based upon 
the evidence, including the video tapes 
taken by the FBI and Mr. MYERS' own 
statements, the committee has con
cluded, as has a trial jury, that Mr. 
MYERs is guilty of having violated the 
law by accepting $15,000 in return for 
his promise to use his influence to assist 
a supposed foreigner with immigration 
and other matters, by conspiring with 
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others to do so, and by traveling inter
state to do so. 

In my opinion, Mr. MYERS should be 
expelled from the House of Representa
tives now, not on the basis of the trial 
but on the basis of the evidence of what 
he did. 

As has been said, he awaits a hearing 
of his case regarding the entrapment 
defense. If we must suspend, as has been 
suggested here, and defer on that 
ground, must we again suspend and de
fer on the same grounds in November? 

Surely appeals will drag on for a year 
or more into the next Congress or the 
Congress at bat, but if this Congress falls 
to expel ·him, surely later sessions will 
argue whether they have any jurisdic
tion over acts committed in this session. 
Therefore, again, we must act now. 
otherwise we craft a precedent for 
avoidance of expulsion regardless of 
crimes for all time. 

The argument that no Member has 
been expelled except for treason cites a 
precedent that needs to be changed 
now. Let us act now so that it never 
again can be argued that betrayal of 
trust and commission of the crime of 
bribery or any crime short of treason is 
acceptable for membership in this om.ce, 
even on a technicality which does not 
bind the House. 

There are two ways to look at the his
torical record which shows that no Con
gress has expelled any Member for cor
ruption or for any reason at all since 
December 3, 1861. 

I look at that record, Mr. Speaker, and 
say to you, "It's about time that we did." 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remainder of my time, which I cal
culate to be 2 minutes, to the gentle
man from Louisiana <Mr. LIVINGSTON) . 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Louisiana <Mr. LIVINGSTON) is recog
nized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I would like to associate myself with 
the remarks of the gentleman from 
North Carolina, as well as the gentleman 
from Georgia, the gentleman from New 
Jersey, and others who have spoken here 
before. 

Basically, this motion hinges on the 
allegation that there are other proceed
ings which may determine the fate of 
Mr. MYERS in the court system. But that 
is another system entirely, and we are 
here to judge one thing, and one thing 
only: whether or not Mr. MYERS brought 
discredit upon this House of Represent
atives. 

I submit to you that if you have taken 
the time to go downstairs and see those 
tapes, if you have taken the time to 
read the transcript wherein Mr. MYERS 
by his own mouth, not once but twice, 
admitted each and every act of which 
he is charged in the courts and in this 
body, then you can do no other than to 
find him guilty as charged. Once that 
is done, you must make up your mind. 
Do you want to defer this interminably? 
Do you want to wait on the outcome of 
the other body, the judicial branch of 
Government? Or do you want to reach 
a resolution of this matter, and do you 
want to send a message to the country, 

to the people of this Nation, that we 
will not tolerate the placing of this body 
up for sale on the auction block? 

I submit to you that if we are going 
to make a decision, we have the facts 
at hand by Mr. MYERS' own mouth. 

I like Mr. MYERS. I am sorry for him. 
But these facts and this situation are out 
of his control and out of ours. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to make a 
decision. It is time today to expel Mr. 
MYERS from this body. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ECKHARDT). 
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Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, there 

is absolutely no doubt that this body may 
expel a Member whether or not a court 
finds him guilty or innocent. There is no 
question about that. The gentleman 
from New York is absolutely correct. 
But when we make that decision, we 
should be absolutely assured that we 
have followed the process that we our
selves have established. And, of course, 
there is no question of greater gravity 
than the question of expulsion. It is 
comparable to the question of impeach
ment and conviction of a President and 
removing him from om.ce. And I feel that 
it rests on exactly the same standards, 
that is, one must find not a mere crime, 
but one must find a high crime or mis
demeanor or "and" misdemeanor, as the 
Constitution says. 

Now, if the facts which have been dis
closed in the newspapers are correct, I 
would vote to expel Representative 
MYERS. I think that such would consti
tute a high offense so deeply related to 
the operation of this body, the proper op
eration of this body, that it should result 
in expulsion. But I think that process is 
of the utmost importance here. The Con
stitution is process, Magna Carta was 
process, the greatest documents in the 
history of the Anglo-American people 
are process, and I submit that proper 
process will not have been completed if 
this case has been heard simply under 
rule 14. 

Mr. GffiBONS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a reading of the 
Constitution? 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gentle
man from Florida. 

Mr. GmBONS. I am reading from sec
tion 5 of the first article of the Consti
tution, published by the House of Repre
sentatives. 

It says: 
Each House may determine the rules of its 

proceedings, punish its Members !or disor
derly Behaviour, and, with a concurrence of 
two thirds, expel a Member. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I thank the gentle
man for reading that. I think that pre
cisely establishes the standard. 

The problem is, however, that the 
committee has established rule 14 which 
essentially deals with a case in which a 
conviction has been completed and in 
which the committee desires to utilize 
that court conviction after additional 
hearings as a basis for determination of 
fact. 

In that section it is provided that a 
preliminary hearing will be held to de
termine whether or not the offenses oc-

curred. If on the basis of the report of 
the committee staff on the preliminary 
inquiry the committee determines that 
an offense was committed over which 
the committee has jurisdiction under 
such case, the committee shall notify 
the Member, om.cer, or employee of its 
determination and shall hold a discipli
nary hearing for the sole purpose of de
termining what action is recommended 
to the House respecting such offense. 

In other words, that section essen
tially accepts the determination of con
viction, and then only addresses the 
question of the appropriateness of the 
penalty. 

Rule 16, on the other hand, deals with 
a determination by congress that an 
offense of a nature not necessarily of a 
criminal matter, not necessarily result
ing in a conviction, should result in the 
expulsion of a Member. It provides ex
tensive process. Initially the process is 
for the determination of whether the 
offense occurred and, second, what 
penalty should be applied to that offense. 

If this body is to proceed to the ex
treme penalty of expulsion, this body 
should not proceed under rule 14 in a 
case of this nature. The question of en
trapment is an important question to be 
determined. There should at least be a 
final determination by the court and a 
final judgment before rule 14 is put into 
play. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ECKHARDT. In just one moment. 
Let me complete this total thought. 

The point is simply this: That we may 
choose either to expel a person for a 
crime for which he is convicted, or we 
may choose to expel him without the 
conviction of a crime. Indeed, reprehen
sible conduct which may not be criminal 
may result in expulsion. But if the latter 
course is taken, the fair and just process 
for making that determination is under 
the committee's rule 16. 

I yield to the chairman. 
Mr. BENNETT. Well, just as you may 

have misled some Members of the House, 
I am sure innocently, as to what the 
Constitution said our duty was under 
this section--

Mr. ECKHARDT. I do not yield at this 
point. I did not mislead the House. 

Mr. BENNETT. Let me correct the last 
error you made. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I did not mislead 
the House, even if you say I did it un
intentionally. 

I said to the House that the rule is 
specified in this section. I said that it is 
comparable to the question of impeach
ment. I did not state that that was the 
language of the section. 

Now I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. BENNETT. I understand, I am 

glad the gentleman clarified that. 
Rule 14 is very specific. It does not say 

anything about just taking the tran
script and deciding on the punishment, 
as you have implied. The rule is good 
grammar, it is good English, and it says: 

The committee shall review the evidence 
of such offense. 

It does not say "review the procedures 
before the court," but "review the evi-
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dence of such otl'ense and to take in such 
other evidence it wants to take." 

So it is not true that wE+ are finding 
Mr. MYERS guilty of having been con
victed in the court. That only triggered 
the rule. The rule says that you have to 
look at the evidence as to the otl'ense. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. But the rule then 
proceeds to say that if on the basis of 
the report of the committee statl' on the 
preliminary inquiry-and it refers to a 
preliminary inquiry-the committee has 
jurisdiction under such case, the com
mittee shall hold a hearing for the sole 
purpo&e of determining what action is 
recommended respecting the penalty. 

I think the whole implication there is 
that under this particular rule the em
phasis is on the conviction of the court 
and not on an independent determina
tion of an otl'ense. 

Mr. STOKES. M1·. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. WEISS). 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I believe that 
political corruption is probably the most 
serious crime that can occur in a demo
cratic society. At the same time, I think 
that we have an obligation to make sure 
that when we go after that corruption, 
that we provide those who are accused 
with all of the procedural safeguards of 
our democratic process. 

We have received in the last day or so 
a letter from Common Cause. It is an 
organization concerned very much about 
process in this body. And that organiza
tion, going on record for expulsion, none
theless suggests that we follow some 
very serious safeguards. One of the 
things that they suggest, and I read: The 
House should fully debate the expulsion 
resolution one day and not vote on it 
until the following day. They make that 
suggestion, obviously, to make sure that 
we do not act in the heat of the moment. 

Mr. Speaker, we have had in the state
ments made by the distinguished chair
man of the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct, I think some very clear 
guidelines as to what is really involved 
here, and I extend my appreciation to 
him for making it very clear that we are 
not talking just about Mr. MYERS' con
viction, but about the evidence that is 
involved in his case. 

We have had submitted to us by the 
committee the entire transcript of the 
trial, which was the evidence that was 
spoken about. We have 45 minutes of 
tapes which were summaries of some 6 
hours of tapes. I do not know how many 
of us saw it. We have the report of the 
committee itself. We have a report on 
prior cases of exclusion, sanction and 
expulsion. 

I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that few of us 
have had the full opportunity to go 
through all of that material to deter
mine what the facts really are. By adopt
ing this motion, it seems to me that we 
give ourselves the opportunity to ex
plore all of the facts. 

I read, for example, in the majority 
. report that some of the defenses by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
MYERS) were "unbelievable," particu
larly as to his supposed "play-acting." 
And yet I read at page 2152 of the tran
script of the trial, a cross-examination 

of the prime informant, Mr. Weinberg, 
referring to a prior setting up of a U.S. 
Senator from New Jersey and as to how 
that transpired. 
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I read: 
Q. You were downstairs, you gave the in

structions before the person went in the 
room, right? 

A. I was with the people down in the room. 
Q. What the jury heard ... is what you 

told the people and Mr. Errichetti before the 
person went into the room where the Sheik 
was? 

A. That is correct. 
Q. He was told what to say and how to do 

lt, you wm go on stage twenty minutes, it is 
all bullshit? 

A. Yes. 
Q. That was presentation before a person 

who really was not a Sheik? 
A. That is correct. 
Q. An F.B.I. agent? 
A. Yes. 
Q. It was play acting to be put on before 

whoever was in the room, Tony A~oroso and 
the person who was the Sheik? 

A. Yes. 
Q. According to the script as the Jury heard 

it? 
A. I don't know about the script here. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that we 
must now assume the burden that has 
been passed from the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct to us; they 
have done their job, found the trigger. 
They made a recommendation to us. Now 
it is our job to read all of this material, 
to absorb it and make a judgment. 

I suggest that 2-hour discussion on 
this :floor does not give us that oppor
tunity; we are not in a position to make 
the kind of intelligent judgment that not 
only our contemporaries, but history will 
judge us for. 

I urge the adoption of the gentleman's 
motion. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
m inutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. HOLLAND). 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, I am not 
ready to vote today on the merits of this 
case, but I think that probably we should 
consider the timeliness of this action and 
where we are being led by our Ethics 
Committee. 

Suppose we act today and on Novem
ber 4, a higher authority-and, col
leagues, there is a higher authority than 
this House in this matter, the constitu
ents of Mr. MYERS' congressional dis
trict-reverse our ruling of expulsion, 
and Mr. MYERS presents himself as he 
should next January for admission to 
this body, and the U.S. Supreme Court 
already ruled under the Powell case that 
we cannot at that time deny him that 
seat. 

I think the question we should ask 
is whether we expel and if so for how 
long does our Ethics Committee expect 
us to expel-for the months of October, 
November, and December, a 3-month ex
pulsion? That is certainly the point to 
which we are being led by our Ethics 
Committee. But I anticpate that they are 
here today asking us to extricate Mr. 
MYERS from among ourselves for all 
time. I think that is on the minds of most 
of the people in this House. I caution you 
by rushing to judgment today you are 
passing the mark, you are going beyond 

the point and the law of this land will 
not let you return once that point is 
reached. 

The other thing, we are being told 
today here that these court proceedings 
have nothing to do with the bringing of 
this resolution. If that be so, I am given 
to understand that there are other Mem
bers of this body who are accused of like 
crimes, and if court proceedings have 
nothing to do with our deliberation to
day, where are the resolutions for the 
other Members? Do they not have a right 
to be paraded out hP-re before an election 
and summarily executed? Do they not 
have that equal right, and should we not, 
in clearing our conscience for election 
purposes, execute five or six rather than 
just one? Do we not have the right as 
Members of this House, and Mr. Speaker, 
I ask, where are the others? 

Mr. BENNETT. The Congress passed a 
resolution which implied, if not specifi
cally said, that when the court proceed
ings had come to this juncture we should 
take action. We have taken action on 
everyone. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Should not the gen
tleman and Judge PREYER and Mr. Fow
LER retract their statements today then 
that the court proceedings really have 
nothing to do with this? 

Mr. BENNETT. I do not think any of 
them said it had nothing to do with it. 
It triggered the action in the :first place. 
No other case has come to this point. No 
other case has a conviction. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, I urge 
passage of the motion. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania (Mr. BAILEY). 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I will be 
brief. 

Contrary to what may be a common 
perception on the floor of the House, I 
am not an especially good friend of Mr. 
MYERS. I am not opposed to a proper 
punishment after a proper procedure. 

I suppose I bear the responsibility for 
having been the mainspring in trying to 
organize the etl'orts behind this motion. 
I am deeply proud and take a great deal 
of pride in being a Member of this body 
and having been sent here to represent 
the people back home, just like all of 
the Members have. 

I do respect very much the chairman 
of the Ethics Committee. I know him 
personally. I serve on another commit
tee with him. He is a fine gentleman, a 
good man. 

There are fundamental issues here 
that transcend the guilt or innocence of 
M~CHAEL MYERS. They are simply more 
important. 

My personal opinion of the process in
volved is that it is absolutely atrocious. 
It is a horrendous atl'ront to any basic 
fundamental system of justice of fair 
play. 

You have seen selectively chosen and 
edited tapes. Quite honestly, I did not 
see them. Those tapes were chosen by 
the Department of Justice. No other 
tapes have been seen. 

In fact, I will tell you something, a 
little decision that was made 2 days ago 
or a day ago by the second circuit, and 
I will be very happy to stand corrected; 
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but I understand they have ruled all the 
tapes, not the tapes that were given to 
the committee to be viewed by you, where 
the defendant or the actor, however we 
wish to define it, does not have an op
portunity to cross examine them, does 
not have an opportunity to take you, the 
jurors who go one by one to see specifi
cally chosen pieces of evidence upon 
which you are supposed to judge him; 
and if he has done--

Mr. BENNETT. There is one little 
error the gentleman might want to cor
rect. The second circuit ruled all the 
tapes that went to the trial would be 
made public. That is exactly the tapes 
the committee released, so there is not 
a di1Ierence. They are the same tapes. 

Mr. BAILEY. Are they all the tapes 
that were ever taken? 

Mr. BENNETT. Yes; Court decision 
was to release all the tapes that were 
used at the trial. 

Mr. BAILEY. That is not my question, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BENNETT. They will be the same 
tapes that you have seen. There is not 
a di1Ierence between the tapes. 

Mr. BAILEY. That is precisely my 
complaint. 

Mr. BENNETT. I do not understand. 
Mr. BAILEY. We have not had an 

opportunity--
Mr. BENNETT. That is every tape 

introduced by the Government and the 
defense, every one. 

Mr. BAILEY. Yes, sir, I know that. If 
the gentleman will let me finish my 
argument, I think the gentleman will 
understand. 

The reason the so-called technical 
due process hearing that was deferred 
by judgment of Federal District Court 
is so important is that it does go to 
fundamental issues like evidence that 
will be seen in court and evidence that 
has been seen or experienced by the 
gentleman. I do not take issue with the 
very correct statement that the chair
man has made that we could have pro
ceeded under the committee rules via 
other means. I take no issue with that. 
I think that is correct, but WP. chose a 
process. We chose it because of a rt>spect 
for the Constitution, and there is no 
doubt in any mtnd today--

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentle
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. BAILEY) 
has expired. 

Mr. BAILEY. I ask for an additional 
3 minutes. 

Mr. STOKES. I yield the gentleman 
3 additional minutes. 
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Mr. BAILEY. There is no doubt in my 

mind today that we will invite the U.S. 
Supreme Court in here to the floor of 
this House to make decisions for us that 
we should properly be making ourselves. 

I am not defending this conduct. None 
of us who are speaking for this motion 
are defending the conduct. We are 
speaking for what we believe to be a 
correct and proper treatment of a person 
who has been accused of a wrongdoing. 

I will finish by reading a quote from a 
Supreme Court decision in the matter of 
United States v. Brewster, 408 U.S. 501: 

The process of disciplining a Member in 
the Congress is not without countervalllng 

risks of abuse since it is not surrounded with 
the panoply of protective shields that a.re 
present in a. criminal case. An accused Mem
ber is judged by no specifically articulated 
standards a.nd is a.t the mercy of a.n almost 
unbridled discretion of the charging body 
that functions at once as accuser, prosecutor, 
judge, a.nd jury from whose decision there 
is no established right of review. 

Important words, "no established right 
of review." 

In short, a. Member would be compelled to 
defend in what would be comparable to a 
criminal prosecution without the safeguards 
provided by the Constitution. Moreover, it 
would be somewhat naive to assume that the 
triers would be wholly objective and free 
from considerations of party and politics and 
the passions of the moment. 

Well, I will say this to all of you. Be
fore I cast my vote to punish a Member 
of this body, and I do not want the office 
badly enough to act in violation of this 
precept, I would at least be able to say 
to myself that I have given every oppor
tunity to review and judge in a fair 
process. 

I sincerely ask all of you to consider 
the possibility that we are not doing so. 

Mr. PREYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield briefly? 

Mr. BAILEY. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. PREYER. On the matter of the 

tapes, I would point out to the gentle
man that all 6 hours of the tapes are 
available, have been available at there
cording studio, as well as the 45 min
utes. The 45 minutes was excerpted, since 
most Members are not intimately in
volved and few Members would listen 
to 6 hours of tape. They are the same 
45 minutes played at the open hearing 
on the sanctions before the Standards 
Committee. No question was raised by 
respondents counsel that there was any
thing unfair about the excerpts or that 
they distorted the taoes in anv wav. 

Mr. BAILEY. May I respond. My posi
tion is relatively simple. It is plainly 
that if we are going to judge someone in 
a matter that is comparable, as the court 
says, and I agree with them, to a criminal 
proceeding, we at least owe the respect 
due to that proceeding to look at all the 
evidence, judge it in its balance in ac
cordance with some standard of pro
cedure which seems to be fair. 

I do not see any reason to restate the 
gentleman from Texas' argument (Mr. 
EcKHARDT). I do not see any reason to 
restate that argument. I think you know 
very well the point he was making. You 
adopted, the committee adopted a spe
cific course of action. One of the ques
tions that underlies adopting that course 
of a-ction is whether or not the commit
tee and this Congress will abide by its 
own rules. 

I explored the possibility of a point 
of order on that. I did not win the argu
ment; but it lies, nonetheless, that if we 
are going to take an action, it should 
be in accordance with a specific pro
cedure, specific rules that provide some 
form of predicability. 

We did have a possibility of proceed
ing under another rule; but under that 
rule the procedural items are di1Ierent. 
They are specifically di1Ierent in the 
rules. They provide for different proce
dures. They provide for a di1Ierent ap
proach to a preliminary hearing. They 

provide for di1Ierent treatment of the 
matters before the committee. Those are 
important things. They are fundamental 
things. They are vital things. They are 
larger than the guilt or innocence of Mr. 
MYERS. They go to the way we treat peo
ple and how we function. 

There is little doubt in my mind from 
what I have seen and what I have read, 
it appears to me, my gut reaction is that 
there is wrongdoing. That is fine, but we 
are not simply standing here and endors
ing a decision. We are endorsing a pro
cedure, a way of doing things. You are 
inviting the court to come in here and 
decide things for us by this action, and 
we are doing more than that. We are 
asking them to define our procedures and 
you are looking at a situation which will 
go on for years. 

We must establish decent and better 
ways of proceeding on this matter. I only 
suggest-! only suggest that we defer, 
evaluate and rationally look at some of 
these choices that we are making in a 
little better and more studied atmos
phere. That is all that I suggest. I hope 
that we will adopt the motion. 

Mr. PREYER. If the gentleman will 
yield, I would say that under our pro
cedures we did hear from Mr. MYERS 
twice and all that is necessary is to read 
his statement, rather than listen to the 
6 hours of tapes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman's time 
has expired. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, how much 
time do I have left? 

The SPEAKER. Fourteen minutes. 
Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land (Mr. MITCHELL). 

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. I ap
preciate that, Mr. Speaker. I shall be 
very brief. 

There are several things that trouble 
me about what we are doing and I am 
going to support the gentleman's mo
tion, the gentleman from Ohio. 

One of the things that troubles me is it 
is virtually impossible to separate out the 
court action from what transpires under 
the rules of the House. It simply can
not be done. The court action triggers 
this whole business. We look at tapes 
that were produced through court ac
tion. So that is the first point I want to 
make. You cannot, you cannot separate 
out the court from what we do in this 
House, and to suggest that what the 
court has done is irrelevant is absolutely 
foolish. There can be no separation. 

There is something else that we have 
not discussed or even looked at in this 
proceeding. I have some serious questions 
about the legality of an agency of Gov
ernment to have entered into the kind of 
operation that was entered into which 
resulted in Mr. MYERS and others being 
indicted. Surely, surely, if you might 
have some questions about that also, 
then how can we proceed under our 
rules without first going to the basic 
question of whether or not an agency of 
Government has acted illegally, and that 
is exactly what the courts are attempt
ing to determine in the Myers case. 

Finally, the final point I want to make, 
it has been said that we ought to go to 
the people to show that we will not abide 
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any corruption or wrongdoing in the 
Congress. We will not countenance it. 
I think it is important that we do that; 
but my colleagues, I think it is also im
portant that we go to the people to re
affirm the most precious thing that we 
have got in this country and that is due 
process. That is the only thing that sep
arates us from a totalitarian govern
ment. That is the only t.hin g that sr:>p?,
rates us from a government which would 
be repressive and oppressive, due process. 
If you believe in it, you wlil vote for the 
Stokes motion. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the key issue here is that the 
conviction is not final. Motions and peti
tions are still pending that may result 
in the jury's verdict being set aside on 
the ground that the Government's be
havior was improper. These motions are 
by no means frivolous-the allegations 
go to the heart of the question of whether 
a crime was committed. 

There is an even stronger reason for 
not taking action at this time. As we are 
well aware, the propriety of the tech
nique used, mentioned in the Abscam in
vestigation, was the subject of much con
troversy here in Congress and the media 
and now in the courts. 

Congressional efforts to evaluate these 
techniques were frustrated by the on
going nature of the criminal proceedings 
and our inability to obtain full data. We 
were, therefore, unable to come to any 
definite decision. 

Now, this issue will be fully explored 
in the course of motions before the trial 
court. The motion alleges that "the crim
inal conduct alleged in the indictment 
was the product of Government over
reaching in that the acts were inextrica
bly intertwined with a scheme initiated, 
planned, and executed by the Govern
ment." 

0 1250 
Mr. MYERS' claim in the motion 1s 

that "the conduct of the Government 
was so outrageous that the Government 
should have been precluded from bring
ing the charges." 

The motion relies on several court de
cisions in one of which Associate Su
preme Court Justice Powell stated: 

Pollee overlnvolvement in crime would 
have to reach a demonstrable level of out
rageousness before it could bar conviction. 
(Hampson v. U.S., 425 U .S . 484.) 

Given the substantial questions con
cerning that conduct and the uncertain
ty about whether this conviction will 
stand or will be set aside, it is really fun
damentally unfair for us today to pass 
judgment now, at least until definitive 
judgment has been made by the courts. 

While it is not obligatory for us to 
wait for the appellate process to be ex
hausted before disciplining a Member for 
the commission of a crime, this is no or
dinary criminal conviction. It involves is
sues and techniques unprecedented in 
the history of the United States. 

I disagree strongly with those who say 
there is nothing more we can learn be
fore passing judgment. Would not a re-
versal of the conviction be an issue rele
vant to our deliberations today? 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GoNZALEZ). 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I know 
that we are under considerable pressure. 
I know that the committee acted under 
its mandate. But I think the atmosphere 
is very reminiscent of what a famous 
h istorian, William E. Lukenberg, states 
in his history about the coming of the 
Spanish-American War and why it hap
pened at the time and the advisability 
of the Congress and everybody else to 
resist the onslaughts. He said the cur
rent was too strong, the demagogs were 
too numerous, and the fall elections were 
too near. 

I think we can say-not that I am al
leging there is any such thing as dem
agoguery as far as this body is con
cerned. We know that there are no 
demagogs in the House. Perhaps there 
are up in the gallery, but not in the 
House. 

I would like to point the attention of 
the House to page 81 of report No. 1. 
I understand this committee has pro
ceeded under the mandate of House Res
olution 608. 

I was the only one who voted against 
that resolution and the reason you wlll 
find on page 81 of this committee report 
in which you will see that there is a 
clause in section 6 that says the com
mittee may restrict access to informa
tion received from the Justice Depart
ment to such Members of the committee 
or the House as the committee may 
designate. But it does not say who in the 
committee is going to make that deter
mination. Not a one of us can in con
science vote today to expel without as
certaining whether that section was 
used in the case of the proceedings of the 
committee on the case of Mr. MYERS. 

Second, I think that we are charting 
new courses, despite the attempt of the 
chairman to explain away in the re
marks he had in the RECORD on Septem
ber 30, in anticipation of this hearing, 
which I think that act in itself ought to 
give us grounds for po3tponement be
cause it precipitates issues that would 
tend to color and prejudice the case that 
we are entertaining this afternoon. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. COLLINS). 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman. I know of no committee that 
serves in the House that I have higher 
respect for or more respect than I do for 
the gentleman from Florida <Mr. BEN
NETT) or the gentleman from Eouth Caro
lina (Mr. SPENCE) . I think that the mem
bers of your committee show more cour
age in bringing this to the floor and have 
shown more courage, but now that it is 
on the floor I hope that the Members of 
the House show courage. 

I have heard from many lawyers here 
today, and I was not a lawyer. I was a 
businessman before I came to Congress. 
But today we do not meet as lawyers or 
we do not meet as businessmen. We meet 
as Congressmen, and there is one thing 
that is uppermost in all of our minds. 
That is the fact that an election is com
ing up 1 month from now and we all 
know this. 

This must be the most unpopular vote 
that I have ever seen in a long, long time. 
In my seven terms I have never seen a 
vote that I consider more unpopular. But 
the issue is are we going to vote for our 
hearts, are we going to vote for our con
science, or are we going to vote to see 
whether we come back to Congress. 

I would say that it does not matter 
whether any one of us 435 come back, 
but it does matter how we stand in prin
ciple. Today we have an issue here that 
the gentleman from Ohio has put to us. 
He has said that we should postpone, we 
should postpone this issue because they 
have not had a court decision rendered. 
They have not had the judgment ren
dered, the final decision. 

Being a businessman, being a layman, 
that makes sense to me. This 1s not the 
time and today, from the bottom of your 
hearts, I hope that you will show the 
courage that they have shown in bring
ing this matter to us. I hope t·hat you will 
join me and vote with the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. SToKEs). Let us vote to 
postpone this issue. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. DAVIS) . 

Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I, too, would pose a question 
just like my colleagues from Texas <Mr. 
CoLLINS). I am worried about the integ
rity of the House and I am worried about 
us rushing to decision. I worry about the 
fact that we sit here as jurors today if 
the motion of the gentleman from Ohio 
<Mr. SToKEs) fails. We do not even have 
a presentation of the evidence in this 
House. Yes, we have had the opportunity 
to see it, but all of us have not. 

So I wonder if everyone, with a good, 
clear conscience, can cast that final vote 
so when you vote on the motion to post
pone, I think about whether or not you 
are ready, ready to vote on expulsion. 

Now I would like to propound a ques
tion to the chairman of the Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct. That 
is this, Mr. Chairman, could you answer 
this quest!on: There are several other of 
our colleagues who are involved in this 
so-called same operation. The argument 
has been made that the court decision is 
not effective here, it does not render the 
question here really responsible because 
of the court decisions or court action. 
What will be the other action when the 
same tapes are made available or will 
they be requested to be made available 
if one of the other Members of this body 
is acquitted? I would ask that question 
and I would like to know what will be the 
process that the committee will follow 
if one of the other Members are ac
quitted? 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina. I yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. BENNETT. It is not my under
standing that I will be on the committee 
next year under the House rules. 

Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina. But we 
will be back here in November. One of 
the trials could be concluded prior to 
our coming back in November. 

Mr. BENNETT. I cannot speak for the 
committee. 

Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina. But you 



October 2, 1980 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE 28965 
are the chairman of the committee. Say 
the trial is going on right now and con
cludes prior to November. 

Mr. BENNETT. You are saying one 
that is completely identical with Mr. 
MYERS case? 

Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina. What 
would happen if this Member is ac
quitted? 

Mr. BENNE'IT. If he is acquitted, and 
the committee has any reason to believe 
from any information in the committee 
files, or presented to it, that even though 
he was acquitted he was guilty of things 
that should come before the House of 
Representatives, the committee would 
operate uhder rule 16 and have a case 
on that. 

Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina. Then 
would you not think it would be best that 
all of the House be presented with all of 
the evidence before they make that 
judgment? 

Mr. BENNE'IT. They have all of the 
evidence. They have all of it. They have 
every iota of evidence. 

Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina. I would 
ask you this fundamental fairness ques
tion: Would you not think it best that 
the entire jury see all of the evidence? 

Mr. BENNETT. If you have not seen 
it it is your own fault. It has been avail
able a long time. 

Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina. I have 
not said that I have not seen it. What I 
am saying is one thing is that all of the 
Members of this House have not seen it. 

Mr. BENNE'IT. I do not know. That 
has been asserted, but I have never seen 
any evidence of that. 

Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina. I would 
just request that the committee maybe 
in the next presentation make arrange
ments where the evidence is presented 
here on the floor. 

Mr. BENNETT. In my chairmanship 
of the committee it has been my experi
ence that those people who want post
ponements on all decisions in Congress 
and then get them are seldom people who 
do any better on the second go-round. 
They had the opportunity. The opportu
nity has been available. 

[] 1300 
The SPEAKER. The time of the gen

tleman has expired. 
e Mrs. COLLINS of Tilinois. Mr. Speaker, 

I rise in support of the motion made by 
Mr. STOKES of Ohio to delay the consid
eration until November 13, 1980, of House 
Resolution 794, a resolution to expel Rep
resentative MICHAEL 0. MYERS from the 
House of Representatives. 

I am thoroughly incensed by the actions 
of Representative MYERS as exposed by 
the video tape and evidence presented to 
the House Committee on Standards of 
O:tncial Conduct. As evidenced by the 
tape, he disgraced the public trust. 

However, I question if this body should 
judge Mr. MYERS before the judicial proc
ess has run its course, and at a date so 
close to congressional elections. 

Mr. MYERS has not been sentenced by a 
court, a scheduled evidentiary hearing 
has not begun, and the appeals process 
has not yet been initiated. Mr. MYERS has 
not been accorded the full due process of 
law as set forth in the U.S. Constitution. 

I am aware that the committee and 

this body may proceed under committee 
rule without regard to Representative 
MYERs' due process rights. However, I 
prefer to respect and enforce this consti
tutional mandate. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the Constitution 
may give us the right to expel Mem
bers; however, the right to choose who 
shall represent the First District of Penn
sylvania belongs only to the people of 
that district. Now that we are so close 
to the date of that constitutionally man
dated decision, I believe we should al
low the governed to be the first to cast 
judgment.• 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time. 

I move the previous question on the 
motion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

motion to postpone offered by the gen
tleman from Ohio <Mr. SToKEs). 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 75, nays 332, 
not voting 25, as follows: 

[Roll No. 621] 

YEAS-75 
Addabbo Edwards, Call!. 
Alexander Evans, Ga. 
Annunzio Fary 
Applegate Fish 
Bailey Ford, Mich. 
Bellen.son Fori. Tenn. 
Benjamin Garcia 
Boggs Gaydos 
Boland Gonzalez 
Bolllng Hamilton 
Burton, Phllllp ~o-land 
Cavanaugh !chord 
Chisholm Kelly 
Clay Le-lerer 
Collins, Til. Leland 
Collins, Tex. Long, La. 
C0n yers Mathts 
Davis, S.C. Mikulski 
Dellums Mitchell, Md. 
Derwinski M,..orheari. Pa. 
Diven MUrphy, lll. 
Donnelly Murphy, N.Y. 
Drinan Mu rphy, Pa. 
Early Murtha 
Eckhardt Nolan 

Akaka 
Ambro 
Anderson, 

caur. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Andrews, 

N.Da)t. 
Anthony 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
A spin 
Atkinson 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Ba!alls 
Baldus 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bauman 
Beard, R .I . 
Beard, Tenn. 
Bedell 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Beth11ne 
Bev111 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Boner 
Bonior 
Banker 

NAY~332 

Bouquard 
Bowen 
Brad em as 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Bro4head 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown, Call!. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Burlison 
Butler 
Byron 
Camnbell 
carney 
Carr 
Carter 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Clausen 
C'eve1and 
Clinger 
Cr e'bo 
Coleman 
Comtble 
Conte 
Corcoran 
Cotter 
Coughlin 

Obey 
Patten 
Perkins 
Price 
Rangel 
R ichmond 
Rodino 
Rosenth-al 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
SabO 
Scheuer 
Slmon 
f:mtth, Iowa 
Stark 
Stewart 
Stokes 
VanDeerUn 
Weiss 
Wilson, C. H. 
Wilson, Tex. 
Wyatt 
Ym'n"'. Alaska 
Zablocki 
zereretti 

Courter 
Cr!'D". 11<> n 1el 
Crane, Phtllp 
D 'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Da.n' el, R . W. 
Danielson 
Dannomeyer 
Daschle 
Davis, Mich. 
cle Ia Garza 
Deckard 
Derrick 
Devine 
Dicl{lnson 
Dicks 
Dornan 
Dougherty 
Downey 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Du ncan, Tenn. 
Edgar 
Edwards, Ala. 
Edwards, Okla. 
Emery 
Enulish 
Erdahl 
Erlenborn 
Ertel 
Evans, Del. 
Evans, Ind. 
Fascell 

Fazio Lagomarsino Ratchford 
.Fenwick Latta Regula 
Ferraro Leach, Iowa Rhodes 
Findley Leath, Tex. Rinaldo 
Fisher Lee Ritter 
Fithian Lehman Robinson 
Flippo Lent Roe 
Florio Levitas Rose 
Fo' ey Lewis Rousselot 
Forsythe Livingston Royer 
Foun~ain Lloyd Rudd 
Fowler Loemer Russo 
Frenzel Long, Md. Santini 
Frost Lott Satterfield 
Fuqua Lowry Sawyer 
Gephardt Lujan Schroeder 
Gia'mo Luken Schulze 
Gibbons Lundine Seiberling 
G •lman Lungren Sensenbrenner 
Gingrich McClory Sharp 
Ginn McCloskey Shelby 
Glickman McCormack Shumway 
Gco:iling McDade Shuster 
Gore McDonald Skelton 
Gra1.ison McEwen Smith, Nebr. 
Gramm McHugh Snowe 
Gra-,sley McKay SiliVder 
Gray McKinney Solarz 
Green Madigan Solomon 
Grisham M:a<nJ ire Sperman 
Guarini Markey Spence 
Gudger Marks St Germain 
Guyer Marlenee Stack 
Hagedorn Ma!'riott Stangeland 
Hall, Tex. Martin Stant<:-n 
Hammer- Matsui Stenholm 

schmidt Mattox St'lckman 
Hance Mavroules Stratton 
Han' ey MazzoU St udds 
Hansen Mica Stump 
Harkin Michel Swift 
Harris Miller, Call!. Symms 
Harsha M111e>:-. Ohio Synar 
Hawkins Mineta Tauke 
Heckler Min.1sh Tau zin 
Hefner Moakley Taylor 
Heftel Mo"'ett Thomas 
Hightower Mollohan Travler 
H1111s Mont~omery Trible 
Hinson Moore Uriall 
Hollenbeck Moo.,.h.ead, ffi'man 
Holt Call!. Vander Jagt 
P f'plrin.s M11st o Van.lk 
Horton Myers, Ind. Vento 
H,..w.ard Natcher Volkmer 
Hubbard Neal Walgren 
Huckaby Nedzi Wal ker 
Hu~bec; Ne'son Wampler 
Hutchinson Nichols wat~tns 
Hutto Nowak wavman 
Hyne O'Br'en Weaver 
Ire! and Oakar Wh.lte 
Jacobs Oberstar Whitehurst 
Jeffl"lrds Ot tlnaer Wh.' tl"!V 
Jeffries Panetta Whittaker 
Jenkins Pa.c;hayan Wh' tten 
John<;On, Cal l!. P atterson WIU1ams, Mont. 
Johnc:on , Colo. Paul Wtll'am~ - Ohio 
Jones, N.C. PeMe Wilson, Bob 
Jones, Okla. Pepper Wlnn 
Jones, Tenn. Petri Wirth 
Ka«t.enmeier P ey"er Wo'ft 
Kazen Pickle Wolpe 
Kemn Porter Wrlt7ht 
Kildee Preyer Wydler 
K 'n'lnec;s Pritchard Wylle 
Kogovsek Pwrceli Yates 
Koqtmaver Qu111en Yatron 
Kramer RahaU Young, Fla. 
LaFlalce Railsback Young, Mo. 

Abdnor 
Albo"ta 
Anderson, Dl. 
Blagg! 
Burton, John 
Corman 
Ding ell 
Dodd 
Goldwater 

NOT VOTING-25 
Hall , Ohio 
Holtzman 
Jenrette 
Leach, La. 
Mitchell, N.Y. 
Mottl 
Myers, Pa. 
Quayle 
Reuss 

D 1310 

Roberts 
Roth 
~ebelius 
Shannon 
Stag~ers 

Steed 
Thompson 

So the motion was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the unani
mous-consent request made by the gen
tleman from Florida (Mr. BENNET'!') 
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which was agreed to, the Chair will re
mind Members that any revisions of re
marks actually made on the floor dur
ing the consideration of House Resolu
tion 794 should be confined to grammati
cal corrections, and extensions of re
marks will be placed in the extensions 
portion of the RECORD. 

The gentleman from Florida <Mr. BEN
NETT) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, although 
technically speaking I could control all 
of the time, .in all fairness I think I 
should yield half of the time to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
MYERS). I plan to do that at the conclu
sion of my remarks and the remarks of 
those people on the Democratic side who 
wish to be heard. That will leave about 15 
minutes on our side. I then plan to yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina <Mr. SPENCE) which will assure 
me of having 5 minutes at the end. 

Mr. Speaker, I l'lise in support of House 
Resolution 794 which calls for the expul
sion from this House of Representative 
MICHAEL J. MYERS. 

I find this an extremely difficult state
ment to make. Indeed, calling on this 
body to expel one of our colleagues is 
one of the most unpleasant tasks I have 
faced in many years in Congress. Never
theless, I submit, Mr. Speaker, based 
uyon the evidence presented at Mr. 
MYERs' criminal trial-at the conclusion 
of which a jury found him guilty of 
bribery, conspiracy and violation of the 
Travel Act-as well as the evidence pre
sented before our committee, this House 
can appropriately consider no other 
sanction except expulsion. 

The committee, as well as the Federal 
court jury which convicted Mr. MYERS, 
had available to dt and reviewed at 
length, video tapes and audiotapes of Mr. 
MYERS' own statements and acts with 
which he was charged. Moreover, Mr. 
MYERS appeared and testified before our 
committee and essentially admitted his 
involvement in what we were forced to 
conclude were blatant breaches of the 
rules and indeed of the fundamental in
tegrity of the House of Representatives. 

As is by now all too familiar about 
what happened, in 1978, the FBI began 
an undercover operation known as 
Abscam in which FBI agents and an in
former posed as representatives of Mid
dle Eastern businessmen or sheiks who 
were interested in investing dn the 
United States. 

On July 26, 1979, Anthony Amoroso, 
an undercover FBI agent using the name 
of Tony DeVito, held a meeting in Florida 
to talk about these sheiks with Angelo 
Errichetti, the mayor of Camden, N.J., 
and Howard Criden of Pennsylvania, 
lawyer, and Louis Johanson, his law 
partner. 

Errichetti later told Criden that on a 
prior occasion he had been paid a sub
stantial fee to introduce the sheiks to a 
Congressman and he inquired if Criden 
and Johanson knew any Congressman 
who would be willing to meet with the 
sheiks in exchange for a portion of a fee. 

0 1320 
Johanson contacted Congressman 

MYERs. and MYERS agreed to the ar-

rangement. Errichetti then informed 
DeVito that MYERS was prepared to "do 
anything" for the sheiks and a meeting 
with MYERS was arranged. 

On August 22, 1979, MYERS and Er
richetti met with DeVito at the '!'rave
Lodge Hotel at Kennedy Airport, N.Y. 
DeVito described to MYERS in general 
terms the sheiks' desire to insure that if 
they fled their country, they wo.uld be 
able to enter and remain in the United 
States, and he asked how MYERS could 
be of assistance in this. 

:M:YERS replied, "Where I could be of 
assistance in this type of a matter, first 
of all, is private bills that can be intro
duced." MYERS explained that as soon 
as the sheiks had entered the United 
States, "I'd have to put a bill in at that 
point." Elaborating on the process, he 
indicated that once the bill had been 
introduced, he would be able to use the 
hearing process to delay any action for 
a year or 18 months, after which time it 
would be much easier to arrange for 
the sheiks to stay in this country. In 
addition to the introduction of a pri
vate bill, MYERS indicated that he knew 
people in the State Department and 
volunteered to meet with them when he 
returned to Washington. 

MYERS then suggested that the sheiks 
invest in MYERs' district. He said, "That 
gives me the out that I need to go full 
guns." 

Throughout the meeting, the Con
gressman repeatedly promised to assist 
the unidentified sheiks. "I'll be in the 
man's corner a hundred percent," he 
said, "and I'll deliver a lot of other peo
ple in his corner," he assured DeVito. 
"Feel free to call me, and, you know, 
matter of fact, you can come down, we'll 
meet down in Washington if you want." 
He also commended DeVito for going 
about things the right way. "Money 
talks in this business and bull s - -
walks. And it works the same way down 
in Washington," he explained. 

As the meeting drew to a close, MYERS 
again gave his guarantee that he would 
assist the sheiks. DeVito then handed 
MYERS an envelope containing $50,000 
in cash. "Spend it well," DeVito said as 
MYERS accepted the envelope and re
plied: "Pleasure." 

Five months later, on January 24, 
1980, two other undercover agents, Mi
chael Wald, using the name of "Michael 
Cohen" and Ernest Haridopolos, using 
the name of "Ernie Poulos," met with 
MYERS and Criden at the Barclay Ho
tel in Philadelphia. Early in the meet
ing, Cohen raised the subject of the 
sheiks' immigration problem, indicating 
that the situation had become worse in 
the sheiks' country and suggesting that, 
because of the sheiks' confidence in 
MYERS, they were planning to come to 
the United States. 

Cohen said the sheiks were consider
ing building a $34 million hotel complex 
in MYERs' district, but were concerned 
about the Mafia and about securing the 
necessary zoning variances and approv!ll 
of the city council. MYERS agreed to deal 
with the Mafia on behalf of the sheiks. 
He also promised to "use his office" to 
help with zoning variances and the city 
council, expressing confidence that he 
could convince the council members from 

his district to vote in favor of any nec
essary provisions. He said he would 
use "my influence, my office, and my per
sonal friendship" with council members, 
and he assured Cohen that the city coun
cil would be no problem. "City council 
we can handle. Forget city council. 
Those that we can't handle, we can buy." 

Another issue discussed at this meet
ing was the amount of money MYERS had 
received in the August meeting. MYERS 
expressed some dissatisfaction with the 
amount that he had received. 

Repre::;entative MYERS testified in his 
own defense at the criminal trial, and at 
our committee proceedings. He did not 
deny having received an envelope con
taining $50,000-which he thought was 
$100,000-for his personal use. He at
tempted, however, to explain the circum
stances surrounding the receipt of these 
moneys. In essence, Mr. MYERS claimed 
that in advance of the crucial meetings 
he was told he was about to engage in 
play-acting and he would never have to 
do anything affirmative in return for the 
money except to make promises. 

The Committee on Standards of om
cia! Conduct found, as the jury did, that 
Mr. MYERS' story is inherently unbelieve
able and is contradicted by events re
vealed in the tapes. Moreover, even if we 
were to accept Mr. MYERS' testimony at 
face value, we still would conclude that 
his conduct was in violation of the most 
fundamental standards for congressional 
conduct. Mr. MYERS has not explained 
why wealthy foreigners would pay sub
stantial sums of money in return for a 
wholly fictitious charade if they knew it 
was a charade, or, if they did not know 
it was a charade, why Mr. MYERS was en
titled to take these sums upon promising 
to use his influence in the performance 
of his official duties. 

The committee can only conclude-as 
the tapes conclusively show-that Mr. 
MYERS was sincere in his belief that he 
was dealing with persons willing to pay 
for his influence as a Representative, 
that he took money in return for promis
ing to use that influence on their behalf, 
and that he thereby acted corruptly, in 
violation of law, and in total disregard 
of his duties and obligations as spelled 
out in clauses 1 through 3 of House Rule 
XLID. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to respond at 
this point to two concerns currently cir
culating among some Members of the 
House and whi·ch surfaced somewhat 
here in the debate earlier today. 

The first concern expressed is that 
Representative MYERS has not been "con
victed" under rule 14 of the committee's 
rules because he still has a "due process" 
motion pending before the district court 
in Brooklyn, and if that court were ulti
mately to grant his motion, it is argued, 
the committee would have expelled a 
Member on the basis of a nonexistent 
conviction. 

However, the motion before the district 
court is not based upon some alleged 
error at trial, such as improper admis~ion 
of evidence. Rather, it attacks the indict
ment. alleging governmental miscon<;I~ct. 
The district court due process dee1s10n 
will not change what the committee has 
seen and heard on numerous tapes, or 
suggest that such evidence is somehow 



October 2, 1980 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 28967 
untrustworthy or inadmissible. The ac
tion of the committee is based on evi
dence, not on the fact that there has 
been a conviction. All the conviction did 
was to trigger the requirement that the 
committee take action under rule 14. 

The committee based its recommenda
tion only in part on the trial evidence. Of 
equal, if not overriding, importance was 
the testimony given to the committee on 
two occasions by Representative MYERS 
himself. He admitted in that testimony 
that he received $50,000 in cash, thinking 
it was $100,000; that he believed this 
money was coming from a real shiek; 
that he thought the shiek was being 
"ripped off" by those with whom the 
Representative was dealing; that in re
turn for the money he received, Repre
sentative MYERS promised to introduce 
legislation to benefit the shieks; and that 
he thereafter brought another COngress
man to the shieks' representatives, rec
ommending that this COngressman be 
given a $10,000 campaign contribution. 

Any contention that Representative 
MYERS has not been "convicted" within 
the meaning of rule 14 is simply in error, 
as has already been stated here, and the 
record vote shows it. The committee has 
voted without dissent to interpret a 
"conviction" in rule 14 to mean "a plea 
of guilty or a finding of guilt by a jury," 
and the committee's action is supported 
by court decisions which have been set 
OUt previously in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

The other concern circulated by some 
Members is that the committee is treat
ing Representative MYERS differently, 
and somehow more severely, than it did 
former Representative Diggs. This is 
not true. Even though the Diggs case is 
very much distinguishable from the 
Myers case in several important aspects, 
such as the seriousness of the acts com
mitted, the fact remains that Repre
sentative Diggs' counsel twice attempted 
to have the committee defer action pend
ing the completion of his judicial pro
ceedings, and on both these occasions the 
committee denied these applications. 

In the Diggs case, the offenses were in
ternal to his staff and did not involve the 
sale of his vote; and in the opinion of 
the committee, Diggs' action did not 
warrant expulsion, although the ques
tion of whether he should be expelled if 
jailed was urged by some Members. Diggs 
resigned from Congress, rendering moot 
t~e question of whether being jailed for 
hiS offenses of lesser magnitude than 
MYERS would warrant expulsion. 

Representative MYERs and his counsel 
have been accorded every opportunity bY 
th~ committee to appear and present 
evidence. Representative MYERS testified 
twice. Not once was any of his prof
ferr~ evidence rejected. The relevant 
portions of the trial record were stipu
la~. Even special counsel's report, re
c~Ived by the committee in executive ses
Sion, was sent to Representative MYERS 
ou~ o~ a sense of fairness. The Represent
ativ~ s counsel made no objection to 
spec1~1 counsel's summary of the evidence 
at tnal. Representative MYERs' case, by 
ev.ery reasonable standard, has been 
fairly and comprehensively adjudicated 
by the committee. 

Mr. Speaker, the Constitution places 
CXXVI--1822---'Part 22 

upon this House the duty to judge the 
qualification of its Members and to dis
cipline its Members for serious offenses 
of the type committed by Representa
tive MYERS. No matter how unwelcome, 
how unpleasant, how distasteful we may 
find it, we must perfrom that duty hon
orably and forthrightly. It is our respon
sibility. 

that video tape certainly were not ''Oz
ZIE" MYERS. That was play-acting from 
the word "go," and I was following a 
script which was given to me. I was led 
into a trap that was cleverly disguised 
with bait, the bait being: First, money; 
second, employment for my district; and 
third, to help a friend land a hotel casino 
in Atlantic City. 

In determining what is the proper 
sanction in this case, and in considering 
whether there are any mitigating factors 
which should lessen the severity of our 
action, it is simply impossible to find ex
cuses for a man who broke so many laws 
and rules; who broke them .:1ot only as an 
individual who happened to be a public 
servant, but as a public servant trad
ing upon that very elected office; who 
used his influence in the U.S. Congress 
as bait and as barter to wring huge sums 
of money from those who he thought 
needed that influence; who for purely 
personal gain promised everything, any
thing, his vote, his contacts, his con
nections; who made a mockery of the 
seat in which his constituents had 
placed him with honor. 

There can be no other choice of sanc
tions for such actions. Representative 
MYERS must be expelled. 

0 1330 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

Florida (Mr. BENNETT) has consumed 12 
minutes. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to take the well for 
a minute. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
from Florida <Mr. BENNETT) yield time 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I will 
yield at this point. How much time does 
the gentleman want? 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, so I understand the rules, ain I 
going to be given 30 minutes? 

Mr. BENNETT. If the gentleman wants 
it. Suppose at this moment, Mr. Speaker, 
I give the gentleman 20 minutes. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. I will 
probably not use all the 20 minutes, but 
I would like to be extended some time. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I will give 
the gentleman half my time now, which 
is 30 minutes. I will give all of that time 
to the gentleman now. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I certainly thank the commit
tee chairman. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. MYERS) is recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, the last vote was this: I only 
received 75 votes, and I certainly want 
to thank the Members who had courage 
enough to stand up and vote. I know it 
was very difficult to do, and I certainly 
thank them for their courage. 

When I stand here today, I am going 
to cut my remarks down, because ob
viously I am not going to change any
body's mind on how they are going to 
vote, but I would like to start off first 
of all, and say I am sorry I put the House 
in this position. I do not feel good about 
it. I told that to the committee and cer
tainly I owe this House an apology for 
my actions. 

But my actions that were viewed on 

I was set up from the word "go." I can
not change that. I cannot change any
body's feelings, but that is what hap
pened. 

But it was suggested to me as the easy 
way out: "Why don't you resign?" May
be it would have been an easy way out, 
but I cannot resign. I just cannot re
sign because I did not violate my office, 
and I feel that this is the best way, by 
coming to this well, to have this issue 
before •the Committee on the Judiciary, 
to thoroughly review all the evidence un
til the Abscam cases are completed, and 
to take the proper measures to see that 
this injustice does not happen again. 

I think far more important than my 
expulsion from this body is certainly my 
constitutional rights. I am going to, if 
I may, refer to the Diggs matter, of 
course, not to bring up any evidence in 
the case, but just to use a comparison in 
the timetable that the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct took and 
how much I was allowed to present my 
arguments. 

In my particular case-well, let us first 
go to the Diggs case. All right, here is 
the Diggs case. On October 7, 1978, a 
jury verdict was reached in the Diggs 
case. On March 21, 1979, 5 Y2 months 
after the jury verdict, a formal resolu
tion to inquire into the official conduct 
of Representative Diggs was adopted by 
the Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct. On June 7, 1979, 8 full months 
after the jury verdict, the committee 
adopted a final motion to hold a hearing 
on discipline of Mr. Diggs. On July 19, 
1979, 9 ~ months after the jury verdict, 
the committee filed its resolution and re
ported recommendations of censure of 
Mr. or, of course, Congressman Diggs. 

On July 31, 1979, just a few days shy 
of 10 full months from the jury verdict, 
the House voted to censure Mr. Diggs 
after a complete consideration of all of 
the evidence involved in that case. 

In my particular matter, my timetable 
goes like this: On August 30, 1980, the 
jury reached its verdict in my case. On 
September 3, 1980, just 4 days after the 
jury verdict, the Committee on Stand
ards of Official Conduct scheduled a pre
liminary inquiry into my matter-exhib
it C of the committee report. 

On September 10, 1980, just 11 days 
after the jury verdict, a preliminary in
quiry was held-11 days. I appeared, as 
you heard. I appeared before that com
mittee and gave testimony of my own 
free will, which is also contained in the 
committee report. 

At this hearing, my attorney, Plato 
Cacheris of Washington, D.C., made a 
motion that the committee keep phase 
1, the preliminary inquiry stages of those 
hearings, open for the purpose of allow
ing me an opportunity to supplement 
the record with testimony, transcripts 
and exhibits concerning the violation~ 
of my due process rights in the investi
gation of the entire Abscam case. 
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The following day, this motion was 
made formal and was submitted to the 
committee in writing-exhibit H in the 
committee report. 

On September 16, 1980, just 17 days 
after the jury verdict, the committee de
nied my motion to keep the records open 
in the matter. That is exhibit P of the 
committee report. And that very day 
they scheduled a hearing for September 
24, 1980, to determine what sanctions 
to recommend to this body. 

On September 24, 1980, only 25 days 
or 3% weeks, however you want to count 
it, after the jury verdict, the committee 
filed its resolution and report recom
mending my expulsion. 

Today I stand before you, just 1 
month and 2 days after the jury verdict 
and before sentencing that is required 
to complete my conviction. And I am 
standing here opposing this resolution, 
knowing full well that I do not have a 
Chinaman's ·chance of this going down, 
but I am doing it as a matter of prin
ciple. I feel that it is important that 
we carefully examine the vast differ
ences of timetables in my case and, of 
course, in Congressman Diggs' case. 

I would like to just summarize and 
review those for you now just to give 
you a breakdown of how I was treated 
versus another Member who obviously 
committed a very serious action. 

Let us review the amount of time that 
the committee took to investigate each 
case and to bring a resolution to the 
floor of the House. 

The committee, after its investigation 
following the jury verdict in the Diggs 
case, allowed 5% months in this case 
before holding its first hearing in the 
matter. In my case the committee 
allowed me 4 days before they held their 
hearing. 

In the Diggs case the committee 
allowed themselves 8 full months to 
investigate the matter before moving to 
hold a hearing to discipline Mr. Diggs. 

What did they allow me? They 
allowed me just 17 days. 

And again, in the matter of Mr. Diggs, 
a. period of 9% months elapsed from the 
jury verdict to filing a resolution to 
censure. In my matter, merely 25 days 
elapsed before filing the resolution to 
exPel. 

Where there is any justification for 
that, I will never know, in using that 
timeframe. 

D 1340 
In looking at these comparisons I have 

just given you, I want to know-that is 
one of the reasons I am taking this well
how can any Member justify this severe 
action that we are considering in this 
well today versus the timeframe that 
I was put under to try to defend myself 
without any consideration for my due 
process arguments? 

Can this body justify spending only 
3% weeks considering a sanction as 
severe as expulsion, when you allowed 
3 ¥::! weeks considering a sanction as 
calling for censure? 

Do the Members of the House want 
to stampede out of these doors upon 
completion of this vote, run from the 
Chamber on the final day before an 
election recess, having expelled me 

without any consideration of due proc
ess of law or any regard of my constitu
t :onal rights as an American citizen? 

Forget about being a Member of Con
gress. My constitutional rights are more 
important here than me being expelled, 
not only to me but to this body as an in
stitution, to this Congress. 

I hope that the Members will not let 
the political pressures of the vote force 
them into joining a lynching mob-be
cause that is exactly what I think it is
in order that they can wash their hands 
clean of Abscam. I hope that some day 
everybody can wash their hands clean of 
Abscam. But we will not be able to do 
that until we are given our due process 
arguments and have an opportunity to 
present these to a court of law. 

I would have no objections at any time 
in the future that this body would want 
to call up this very resolution and bring
ing evidence to this floor, including films, 
and showing them on a screen in this 
Chamber, as long as I have had an op
portunity to exhaust due process. 

Things that I will uncover at my due 
process hearings I do not have here to
day, and I did not have to present to that 
committee. In my case I was the only de
fendant to testify in my own behalf, and 
the reason I was the only defendant was 
because the codefendants who were in
dicted in my case were also indicted in 
other matters, so they feared to take the 
stand that they would have been quizzed 
on the other matters. I did not have an 
opportunity to let a jury hear what they 
would have told the jury, how I got in
volved in Abscam. And that is the most 
important thing that I wanted that jury 
to hear, but certainly those were argu
ments of law that the judge ruled, and 
they would be taken up at the due proc
ess hearing. 

In no way did I or my lawyer delay the 
proceedings, as far as due process. We 
asked for an immediate due process 
hearing prior to the trial. The judge de
cided to hold the trial first. Why, I do 
not know. That is his decision. But he 
did promise to give us a due process 
hearing after the trial, which is now 
pending before that very court. 

What you see on film, like I said when 
I first started out, is strictly play-acting, 
and I am telling you, when I get a chance 
to prove how I got led into this trap, you 
will understand how this could happen 
and how it may happen to some other 
people and how it could happen. And 
that is why the Judiciary Committee 
must act to put an end to this. 

You know, I do not have really too 
much more to say. All of the arguments 
I had intended to make about rule 14, I 
think some of the previous speakers 
prior to the last vote certainly made 
them clear. But in closing my remarks
does the gentleman from California <Mr. 
CHARLES H. WILSON) wish me to yield to 
him? 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Yes, if my friend will yield, and 
you are my friend. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. I will be 
happy to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WTI..SON of Cali
fornia. I watched the tapes, Ozzm, and I 
think that, like yourself, I was terribly 
disappointed and felt that they were ex-

tremely damaging; and I am sure that 
you, yourself, when you saw them re
played, were embarrassed by what you 
saw and what you heard. 

Now, one of the gentlemen-! think it 
was Mr. PREYER-had indicated thS~t 
there were 6 hours of tapes, and we were 
shown 45 minutes of tapes. Maybe it was 
because of repetition, or something of 
this sort. But I did notice an extremely 
different OzziE MYERS on the first tape 
in August than in the next one in Janu
ary, I think January 24 of this year. 
It appeared to me that your voice had 
slurred and that you were perhaps in
ebriS~ted in that meeting. It was at this 
meeting where the profanity and the 
language which made the tape so dam
aging took place. 

Now, can you tell the Members here
and I do not mind saying I am going to 
vote against expulsion if there is a rec
ord vote-but can you tell the group if 
you were deliberately plied with liquor? 
I think there sometimes can be extenu
ating circumstances as to what a person 
does and says. Can you give us some 
background as to what did happen in 
this particular case? 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. I would 
be happy to. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. And if there was anything help
ful to you on the 5 hours and 15 minutes 
of tapes that were left out that we did 
not get the opportupity to see. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. Well, 
first talking about the amount of time in 
the tapes that were introduced as evi
dence in my particular trial, there was 
approximately 6 hours of tapes intro
duced in the trial. It was mentioned to 
me by a member of the press that on 
some of the tapes in which I participated 
where I was filmed in them, that I could 
have cut different sections of that out 
and used it in ·a reelection campaign ad, 
when I was in talking about jobs for my 
district. 

So, depending upon how you look at 
them, if you pick pieces out-and, of 
course, I do not blame the committee, 
they picked the most damaging pieces 
out. Obviously, that was the job of the 
prosecutor, Mr. Prettyman. I am not 
saying that he did not do his job and 
I am not saying that the committee did 
not do their job. I am saying oo you that 
what is on those tapes is play-acting, 
which I was instructed to do prior to 
going to those meetings. When you talk 
about my behavior on the second set of 
tapes, was intoxicated; I was drinking 
FBI bourbon, if you know what that is, 
big glasses full of it. I could hardly talk. 
You saw my condition. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cal
ifornia. I understand you were a beer 
drinker. You came right off the wharves 
of Philadelphia. You were a longshore
man. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. I cannot 
ever remember, Mr. WILSON, drinking a 
bourbon on the rocks. I do not ever re
member drinking that. I hardly remem
ber drinking that. And I hardly remem
ber drinking those several that night 
after I finished drinking them. But that 
is what happened. Of course, when I 
have my opportunity to explore all of 
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these avenues under the due process 
arguments which will be held before a 
court, certainly I intend to do that. 

Let me just say one other thing about 
the tapes. At the initial 'Outset of the 
trial, the prosecutor, Mr. Puccio, told 
His Honor Judge Pratt that there were 
some 50 hours of tapes, 50 hours of tapes 
in my particular matter. Several were 
lost. Four were lost. Several were altered. 
Evidence came 'OUt in the trial. We 
brought tape experts in, the very tape 
experts who were involved in the Water
gate tapes, considered to be world re
nowned experts in that area. But the 
damage ·of what was shown on video 
tape was so devastating to a jury, they 
did not see what happened off-tape, and 
I was not allowed to present those argu
ments because they are questions of law, 
as I was told by the court, and certainly 
I believe that to be accurate. But bef'Ore 
I can completely put my case in front 
of this ·body, I must be given an oppor
tunity to uncover additional evidence 
and to call witnesses so that I can pre
sent all of the facts as they really took 
place. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cal
ifornia. I agree with the gentleman 
when he says that the committee headed 
by Mr. EDWARDS must come up with some 
reforms on the way that matters of this 
type are handled. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. There is 
no question about that. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cal
ifornia. Because we have to follow some 
of the judicial procedures that are so 
important in these matters. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a clarification of 
something? 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. I will 
yield to the chairman. 

Mr. BENNETT. I want to say, with re
gard to why rule 14 was not used in the 
Diggs case, the Diggs case was why rule 
14 came about, in my opinion. It was not 
in existence during the Diggs case, and it 
was passed in March 1979. So the reason 
why the same procedures were not used 
is because we found those procedures 
were too lengthy. In fact, Mr. Diggs of
fered many, many motions. He had bills 
of particulars and discovery and endless, 
endless motions, for which we gave him 
all the time he wanted to be heard at 
great length and great delays in between. 
We would have done the same thing with 
you if you had asked, because we have 
never cut anybody short or tried to cut 
them short. We try to be fair with re
gard to everybody. But rule 14 did not 
exist when the Diggs case was on. 

Then I want to say, since the drinking 
question has been raised here, I am not 
a real good observer about whether peo
ple are drunk or not. Maybe you were. 
But the point that I want to make is that 
tJ;le next day, according to evidence, you 
d1d touch base again with the people who 
were giving you the money and asked 
why you were not getting more money. 
And then in two subsequent telephone 
calls. in which you certainly did not 
sound very drunk in those telephone 
calls, you also asked about why not more 
money. 

Finally, I would like to say that you 

were given every opportunity to submit 
any evidence you wanted to submit. In 
this matter we would have liked very 
much to have more evidence if you had 
it. And you know that this committee 
certainlY--

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. Let me 
just reclaim my time, Mr. Speaker, to 
answer what you just said. 

On the very first day that I appeared 
before the committee I asked to keep the 
preliminary stages open, and that was 
denied. And I was told to put it in a 
formal stage the next day, which was 
the following day after the first meeting. 
That was denied to me. So do not tell 
this body that you gave me every oppor
tunity. I want to bring the additional 
evidence in that is not yet uncovered. 
And I would like to be given that op
portunity. So do not try to tell this body 
that you gave me every opportunity. You 
certainly did not. 

Mr. BENNETT. The evidence you had 
already submitted was sufiicient for you 
to go ahead with the case. That is the 
reason--
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Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. I did 

not submit the evidence. You obtained 
the evidence from the trial. You got the 
transcript from the trial. 

Mr. BENNETT. The gentleman had 
the opportunity. The gentleman did not 
give the evidence. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. How can 
I give evidence that I have not had a 
hearing on yet? 

Mr. BENNETT. Neither the gentleman 
nor his attorney told us there was some 
evidence that the gentleman would like 
to give, that the gentleman was not 
having an opportunity to get. We were 
not told that. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. We did 
not tell the gentleman that? 

Mr. BENNETT. I do not remember. 
Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. I can 

shew the gentleman in a letter. 
Mr. BENNETT. The gentleman may 

have said he wanted to postpone it until 
after the due process case was over, 
which is an entirely different issue, hav
ing nothing to do with the merits of this 
case. That has nothing to do with the 
merits of the case. 

The merits of the case are whether 
or not the gentleman took money for 
something, in return for a promise to 
use his office. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, let me say th:s, if I may, in 
response to the gentleman. The gentle
man gave me all of 32 days from the 
time the jury came down from their 
verdict to this very day that I stand 
in this well, so if the gentleman calls 
that anything but fast track or anything 
but stampede, or anything but unfair, 
well, then the gentleman may call it 
what he wants. I am telling the gentle
man what I call it. 

When I get an opportunity to clear 
my name in a court of law, I will do just 
that. But I understand I am not going 
to change the gentleman's vote or any
one else's. I am only saying to the gen
tleman, do not try to let people in this 
body think, or around this Nation, that 

I was given due process. I certainly was 
not. That is my whole complaint. 

If every Member in this body upon 
the conduct just displayed on what the 
gentleman let them see over in the video 
room, voted to expel me, that would be 
their choice. I am only asking the gen
tleman and this body to do that once 
I have had an opportunity to due proc
ess of law. That is the only thing I am 
saying. I am saying that this body that 
has the power, the most powerful legis
lative body in the land, is going to vio
late my constitutional rights as a Mem
ber, is grossly unfair. That is the point 
I am making. I am not arguing the 
merits of what the gentleman showed 
or what these Members saw. 

I am only asking for due process. I 
think every American citizen is entitled 
to that; at least under the Constitution, 
the way I read it, they are. That is the 
importance of this. 

Certainly it is embarrassing to me to 
take the well to be expelled. Do you 
think I am proud of that? 

Let me just go on now. In closing, I 
guess there is not much more I can say, 
and I do not think anything I have said 
today is going to change anyone's mind, 
but in closing, I just want to say this. 
When I walked over here today, when I 
was sitting on the floor, I know what it 
feels like now to sit on death row. In a 
way I am awaiting execution, and you, 
the Members of this body, are the ones 
who will decide my fate. 

As you go to that voting machine to 
put your cards in, keep in mind, use a 
co~.aparison when you hit the button, 
when you vote to expel, that it will have 
the same effect as hitting the button if I 
were strapped in an electric chair in this 
well. 

That is all I have to say. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to reserve 

the balance of my time, if I may. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 

the gentleman from Florida <Mr. BEN
NETT). 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE). 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, in my 10 
minutes, I yield 30 seconds to the gentle
man from New Jersey <Mr. HoLLENBECK). 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of this recommendation. 
There have been many allusions made to 
the Diggs matter. I have some rather 
lengthy remarks prepared which dis
tinguished this matter from the Diggs 
matter. I intend to insert those in the 
section entitled "Extension of Remarks" 
to make them a part of the history of 
this case. 

In very short summation, due to the 
time restraint, I will sav very simply that 
I feel that if the ultimate disciplinary ac
tion is not taken in this case we will lose 
expulsion as a viable weapon for this 
House to defend its integrity in any mat
ter; and this House will deserve then the 
low esteem in which so many people hold 
it. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1¥-i 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. THOMAS). 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, this after
noon this House is being asked to expel 
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a fellow Member. As has been men
tioned previously, this is the first time in 
over 100 years and for th~ first time in 

this House for something other than trea
son; 1861 was a tumbultuons year. The 
country was divided. States were divided. 
Families were divided. Three Members 
who had sworn to uphold their oath of 
office to defend the Constitut~on and this 
Government chose, out of an overt polit
ical conscience to, in fact, take up arms 
against that country they had sworn 
to defend. It was clearly an act of trea
son. Expulsion was the proper punish
ment. 

Today we are faced with a Member 
who took that same oath, who has been 
convicted of bribery and conspiracy and 
been judged guilty of selling his office, 
of committing a covert act of contempt 
against this political system, just as 
surely as taking up arms in an overt act 
against this country is a threat from 
without. 

The destruction of that fragile bond 
of trust between the elected and the 
electorate, the destruction of that key 
link for representative government is a 
threat from within. 

We are not talking about just errant 
behavior. We are talking about a wanton 
disregard of the office he was sworn to 
uphold, a wanton disregard for his col
leagues. 

As was indicated bv the counsel for the 
committee, not once but twice Mr. MYERS 
lied under oath before his peers on that 
committee, a wanton disregard for any 
sense of duty to his colleagues, to his 
constituency and to the fabric of repre
sentative government. 

To this date, to this hour, Mr. MYERS 
claims no wrongdoing. Even an actor can 
reject a script. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from California <Mr. THoMAs) 
has expired. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
an additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. SPENCE. I do not have an addi
tional 2 minutes. The chairman did not 
allow that to me. 

Mr. BENNETT. I think I should try to 
get some time. 

Mr. THOMAS. Could I have 1 minute? 
Mr. BENNETT. I will give the gentle

man 1 minute. 
Mr. THOMAS. Perhaps the saddest 

factor is that this case will be remem
bered, in terms of quotes, to go along 
w~th Thomas Jefferson when he said, 
w1th a firm reliance on divine provi
dence: 

We mutually pledge to each other our 
lives, our fortunes, and our sacred honour. 

And Abraham Lincoln, when he said: 
A Government of the people, by the peo

ple and for the people shall not perish from 
the earth. 

We are going to have to reluctantly 
add-and you are familiar with it now
"Money talks and you know what walks." 
Perhaps that is a comment on today. It 
ought not to be a comment on tomorrow, 
for my constituents, for your constitu
ents, but for the constituents pointedly 
in the First District of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MYERS, by his own words and 
deeds, must be a Member of this House 
no longer. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1% 
minutes to the gentleman from Wyoming 
(Mr. CHENEY). 

Mr. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, none of us 
takes pleasure in participating in these 
proceedings this morning, but under the 
circumstances we have no alternative. 

I have previously argued on this floor 
that the House must exercise its power 
to expel a Member for misconduct very 
sparingly, that we must have evidence of 
extraordinary wrongdoing before we take 
it upon ourselves to override the wishes of 
the voters of a Member's district. 

Unfortunately in the case of Mr. 
MYERs, we have such evidence. 

It has been suggested that we should 
not take action until a Member has ex
hausted his right of appeal, but what 
happens in the courts has little bearing 
on this case. 

0 1400 
Even if his conviction is overturned, the 

facts will not be altered. The evidence, 
never challenged by Mr. MYERS, proves 
conclusively that he did, in fact, accept 
$15,000, that he asked for $85,000 more, 
that he promised to use his influence as 
a Member of this body in return for the 
money. 

The question before the House today is 
whether or not these actions constitute 
a violation of the rules of the House and, 
second, what sanctions should be im
posed. 

Given the nature of the evidence pre
sented to the committee and Mr. MYERs' 
own testimony, there can be no question 
of his guilt, and given the nature of his 
offense, there can be no question about 
the penalty we should impose. The only 
appropriate sanction for Mr. MYERS is 
expulsion. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1% 
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) . 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the resolution of ex
pulsion. In the previous debate there has 
been some confusion about the role of 
Mr. MYERS' conviction in the Standards 
Committee proceedings. Under commit
tee rule 14, following the conviction of a 
Member, the trial record is received as 
evidence before the Standards Commit
tee. Under article I, section 5 of the Con
stitution, the Standards Committee pro
ceedings are independent of judicial pro
ceedings. The committee rule under 
which this proceeding has been brought 
to the floor is merely designed to prevent 
the duplication of effort so that the 
same evidence presented and introduced 
at the trial does not have to be repre
sented or reintroduced before the Stand
ards Committee. 

Committee rule 14 works to the bene
fit of both the committee and Represent
ative MYERS by saving both the time and 
the expense of a duplicative effort. 

In the case before us today, special 
counsel for the committee and counsel 
for Representative MYERS have stipu
lated to the accuracy of the relevant 
portions of the trial record. 

In addition, Mr. MYERs has appeared 
twice before the Standards Committee 

and his entire statement was received 
both times without exception. 

Thus, the House must make an inde
pendent determination of Mr. MYERS' 
guilt, based on the record. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman's time 
has expired. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speaker, 
may I have 30 seconds additional? 

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gentle
man 30 seconds. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. That record 
is clear. The gentleman from Pennsyl
vania has admitted taking $1'5,000 of 
bribe money. He has disgraced this 
House. He must be expelled. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1% 
minutes to the gentleman from Louisiana 
(Mr. LIVINGSTON) . 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, once 
again, I do not want to belabor this issue. 
I do not enjoy this, but I want to say 
categorically that my statement should 
not be viewed as political. My race is be
hind me. I do not have an election 1n 
30 days. 

I believe in what we are about very 
strongly. Again, the issues are very sim
ple. Mr. MYERs got $15,000 cash. He 
asked for an additional $85,000 cash. In 
return for those sums of money, he prom
ised to introduce legislation in the u.s. 
Congress and to use his influence as a 
U.S. Congressman with the State Depart
ment, the immigration authorities, the 
Philadelphia City Council, Philadelphia 
labor unions and, indeed, the Mafia. In 
short, he let it be known that his per
formance in the U.S. Congress was for 
sale. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe this conduct, 
more than any other, more than any 
other that we have discussed in the time 
that I have been in this Congress, cannot 
be tolerated in a democracy. 

I believe we must send a message to 
the people that it will not be tolerated 
and that Mr. MYERS should be expelled. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, how much 
time do I have remaining? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has 
4¥2 minutes. 

Mr. SPENCE. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I think 
in due course I shall reserve the balance 
of my time, because I would like to con
clude. I have 3% minutes, I think, left; 
so Mr. MYERS can proceed. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania has 6 minutes. The gentle
man from Florida has 6¥2 minutes. The 
gentleman from South Carolina has 4 ¥2 
minutes. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I had a request from Congress
man GONZALEZ, of Texas. If he is here 
and wishes to speak, I would be happy 
to yield some time to him. If he is not, 
I do not have any other requests for 
time; so I would yield back the balance 
of my time, unless Mr. GoNzALEZ is here. 
He had asked for time. 

So I would reserve the balance of my 
time at this point. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania reserves the balance of his 
time. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 
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Mr. BENNETT. Well, I do want to 

conclude at the end, so eventually Mr. 
MYERS will either have to use or give it 
back. 

Would the gentleman from South 
Carolina want to go ahead? Since I have 
a minute and something more than I 
thought I had, I yield another minute 
and a half to the gentleman from south 
Carolina. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
South Carolina is entitled to 6 minutes. 

Mr. SPENCE. I thank the chairman. 
Mr. Speaker, it would be repetition to 

say that it is a difticult thing to do what 
we all have to do here today. You know, 
no one has a corner on knowledge. We 
can look at the same facts and arrive at 
different conclusions. I do not disparage 
anyone else's conclusion, how they ar
rived at it. I just try to do the best I can. 
I do not doubt anyone's sincerity as to 
the conclusion he or she has come to so 
!ar on the other motion or, for that mat
ter, on our final ultimate decision. 

You know, I have been on this com
mittee now, it was established in 1968. 
I have been on it since 1971, I suppose 
probably longer than anybody except 
maybe the chairman. I have considered 
getting off on many occasions, and one 
reason I did not was because I thought 
it was equally important with this body 
judging people of wrongdoing to prevent 
people from unjustly being convicted of 
wrongdoing. I have stayed on this com
mittee, I think, mainly because of that. 

We have considered many matters be
fore in the last 9 years. They have all 
been difficult. Most of you have never 
heard of most of them. They were base
less and we dealt with them and I think 
and I hope that we have prevented un
necessary, unjustified publicity, which 
would be harmful to our fellow Members. 

We have dealt with other problems in 
a more informal way; but on a few oc
casions we are forced, really, to bring to 
you a recommendation such as the one 
today. I do not care who it is, it is not an 
easy matter to do. In the 10 years I have 
been in this body, I have disagreed with 
people politically and otherwise, but I 
have never missed the opportunity to tell 
audiences when I had it that I have 
never met or served with a finer group 
of people than I have been privileged to 
serve with since I have been in Congress. 
I do not take back that statement today. 
They are sincere, hard-working, dedi
cated people, and this body has been 
criticized in spite of that, saying that we 
cannot take care of our own problems 
and police our body. I think, to the con
trary, we have dealt more harshly some
times with our Members than the ordi
nary person in life, because we judged 
them guilty of ethical misconduct, in ad
dition to criminal violation. 

It is a very difficult matter to sit in 
judgment on anyone else in our society. 
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We on the committee have had this 

unpleasant task and now the burden is 
on each of you. Some of you may want to 
take the easy way out. We have heard 
a g?od many suggested ways today for 
various reasons and we can rationalize 
it. We are all sinners. We all fall short 

of perfection. We are all guilty of some 
wrongdoing at some time in our lives. 
We are all human. Let him who is with
out sin cast the first stone. Why take it 
out on him? You are making an ex
ample of him. 

I have heard all of these things and I 
have worried about them and I have 
had to deal with them myself. But no 
matter which one of these excuses some 
might want to take in an effort to avoid 
our responsibility, there is no way to 
shift the burden tha;t you and I alone 
share. 

Mr. Speaker, the basic point is that 
there is nothing unique about people who 
are not without fault sitting in judg
ment of others who have been judged or 
charged with wrongdoing. We can find 
no one who is entirely without fault to 
do the job that we must do. We must 
ourselves sit in judgment of our col
league. Otherwise we would be living in a 
jungle where no law or rule of civilized 
behavior could be enforced because no 
one could qualify to sit as a judge or a 
jury. 

This is your House and my House. We 
hold these seats as custodians for the 
people we represent. No one else is re
sponsible. No one else can vote for us. 
No one else, no person, nobody, no 
branch of government, no agency, no 
organization, can determine this ques
tion for us. No one else can police this 
House but those sitting here today at 
this time in this place. 

Mr. CHP...RLES H. WILEON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I will yield to the gentle
man when I get through. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. SPENCE. I cannot even yield to 
myself, it looks like, Mr. WILSON. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I would yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from California <Mr. 
CHARLES H. WILSON) . 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. I wonder if I might ask the gen
tleman from South Carolina, I think, 
did you say without this committee this 
place would be a jungle? Was that the 
statement? 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. I yield. 

Mr. SPENCE. No, sir, I think the gen
tleman knows what I said. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. No; I misunderstood you. I think 
you were justifying the existence of the 
committee. 

Mr. SPENCE. I said, Mr. WILSON-
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali

fornia. Perhaps I misunderstood you. 
Mr. SPENCE. Mr. WILSON, I am sorry 

if you did. You can read the RECORD 
later on, but I think you will find that I 
said that if we took the position that 
since we were all wrongdoers and fall 
short, and therefore we were not quali
fied to judge other people, that we would 
have no law or rule which we could en
force in a civilized society. It does not 
take a whole lot of elaboration, I do not 
think. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Thank you. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Texas <Mr. GoNZALEZ). 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania for 
permitting me to participate in this flow 
o! debate. But I would like to respond 
somewhat to the previous speaker, my 
friend from Carolina. He says that pi·ty 
them that sit on this committee; it is 
a great sacrifice to sit in judgment on 
people. But nobody put them there at the 
point of a gun. They accepted a chore. 
We honor them for that and we appreci
ate the difficulty. 

Then in the same vein he says now, 
those who are here, and by implication 
meaning those such as I who are rising 
in opposition to this resolution, and 
prior to this rose in support of the res
olution to postpone as being those that 
are alluding to the excuse that because 
we are all sinners we, then, ipso facto, 
forgive all sins. Now, I do not know who 
has raised that issue here. I must have 
missed it. Certainly I am not. I would 
not think of it. 

At the same time the gentleman pun
ishes those who take an opposite view 
and I want to take strong exception to 
that because it is not fair. In fact, I 
would say that the easy thing was the 
other way around, to sit in judgment. 
The overwhelming vote a while ago 
should proclaim that. The statements 
made here should proclaim that. 

What I am rising to is a question of 
elementary justice and, actually, believe 
it or not, the honor and the decorum and 
the proper respect for true parliamen
tary procedure that I think the House 
is abdicating and has continued to ab
dicate 

Earlier, I alluded to page 81 in there
port becaUse it printed, in toto, the full 
version of the resolution this House 
passed with only one dissenting vote and 
that was mine, the so-called Abscam 
resolution, because there you set up the 
procedure that now piously some are 
saying is it not terrible. Yes; we will 
vote for expulsion but, gee whiz, because 
there is no question of guilt or any
thing, and I saw the peepshow. By the 
way, I have not seen the peepshow and 
I never had to see any peepshow to get 
erotically aroused and, therefore, I do 
not see why I would have to see the peep
show in order to get indignant about the 
misdeeds or alleged misdeeds by a col
league. 

I think every one of us shows moral 
indignation of the highest sort, particu
larly right before elections. 

But those are collateral issues. They 
have nothing to do with the central 
point that we ought to refer to and I 
think one of those is exactly what is 
reflected at page 81 of that report in 
that section 6. Now, this was voted out 
like that, willy-nilly. This is what is in
volved here, because in adopting this 
recommendation of the committee, and 
I do not fault the committee, I mean, 
they did what they did and they were 
charged with that responsibility, but it 
is not theirs any longer. It is ours. We 
have to answer to ourselves and our 
consciences -now. 
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What I am saying is that the com

mittee has departed from its own rule. 
It has first established and then de
parted. And that is the second point. 

But going back to the first, what you 
said and overwhelmingly approved, and 
will be the constant source of mischief 
to every Member, is a revelation of the 
erosion of the institutional integrity of 
not only the committee process but of 
the Hcuse itself, which is self-evident 
now. This is what we are testifying to in 
approving this resolution under these 
conditions because, first, you have said 
that it is all right for this particular 
committee to deny access to any docu
mentation or evidentiary facts provided 
by the Justice Department to this com
mittee, to any member of this committee 
or a Member of the House. It does not 
say who; it does not say who is first
class, second -class, or a third -class 
Member of this House. But this is what 
you have done. 

Now, we do not know whether or not 
Mr. MYERS or his attorney ever had a 
chance to demand access to all of the 
documentation the Justice Department 
could have made or would have made or 
should have made available over and 
above that presented in the criminal 
prosecution and which would be vital to 
the determination, in our judgment, as 
to whether or not at this point we should 
expel. And it has nothing to do with the 
merits or the demerits of the degree or 
intensity of his sin or whether he sinned 
at all or not. 

What we are talking about now has 
already been said more eloquently and 
in constitutional and legal language, bet
ter said than I can by prior speakers, 
from Mr. ECKHARDT to Mr. BAILEY, WhO 
I think did the finest job of all of focus
ing on the issue. 

Now, I think that this will be a gross 
miscarriage of justice. It will be denying 
the fundamental reason why we have a 
right to be Representatives, why a gov
ernment exists. Af·ter all, a government 
that cannot be just is fundamentally 
wrong and has lost its reason for being. 
We are not being just here. 
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This is the point I am trying to make 

now. Forget about compassion. I also 
happen to believe that a government 
must be compassionate and that we all 
must be compassionate, because without 
compassion I think we also have forfeited 
the right to represent people. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. I would 
like to yield the balance of my time to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
MURPHY). 

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, like all of my colleagues none of 
us want to be here today. This is a very 
regretful proceedings for any of us to 
participate in. And like the 204 of my 
other colleagues who have viewed the 
tapes, I was disappointed, and I think 
th81t the conduct of Congressman MYERs 
was reprehensible and certainly that he 
should be disciplined and chastized most 
severely by this body. 

It has oft been said that how many 
opinions you get will depend on how 

many lawyers are in on the conversa
tion. I am afraid that what we have 
heard today-conviction, not convic
tion__.and the action, the speedy action 
by this body's having concluded this in 
32 days from the date of Mr. MYERs' 
conviction, will only invite any ci·tizen 
of the First District of Philadelphia into 
a court proceedings, and that was 
argued quite ably before by many lawyers 
on the previous motion. 

But I am concerned because I would 
never want to see a court, even the 
Supreme Court of the United States, in
tercede in the functions of this body and 
the functions of this body are to properly 
discipline its Members. If we fail in that 
function today-and I think we are-we 
are inviting any citizen of that district 
to petition the court to straighten our 
conduct out. 

The gentleman, the chairman of the 
committee, who has worked most dili
gently on these proceedings, and I think 
fairly in his opinion, has stated that the 
conviction and the conviction alone in a 
court of law triggered the very action 
that we are taking today. I think that is 
a very significant point. 

Conviction, according to the Rules of 
Federal Criminal Procedure and accord
ing to the Supreme Court of the United 
States, has not yet occurred in the 
Myers matter and will not occur until 
the due process hearing is completed. 
When that is completed, there will be a 
conviction. Until that time we are pre
mature in our actions, and we invite our 
actions to be interceded by the courts, 
and we should not. 

I invited or suggested to the commit
tee last week-I am not a member of the 
committee, but I suggested to them
have you gone into the entire history of 
this, not only the 45-minute tape-

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. MYERs 
of Pennsylvania was allowed to proceed 
for 2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
MURPHY). 

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. I in
vited the committee last week to con
sider, and I painted the scenario for 
them, that what if someday a Chief Ex
ecutive should walk upon the scene in 
Washington and decide that he does not 
like to deal with an elected Congress. 
And remember, we are the only ones in 
this country who stand for election in 
this Federal Government every other 
year, and we do 33 days from now. But 
suppose some Chief Executive decides 
that he does not like people who have to 
answer to the electorate every 2 years, 
and that he will set out on a course of 
action to involve us, to embarrass us, 
to accuse us. Where will we draw the 
line? That is why I suggested to the 
Committee on Standards of omcial Con
duct that they look behind us, not to ex
culpate or find Mr. MYERs any different 
than perhaps they would, had they pro
ceeded under rule 16, but to inquire fully 
into how did Abscam originate? ·How 
much was spent? How many Members of 
Congress-we know of 20-were targets? 
How many were to be targeted? What 
was the purpose of the targeting? How 

many days and nights of tapes did we 
watch to go behind and to determine 
whether expelling Members of Congress 
should be done? Only you can proceed 
under rule 16 to do that. That is where I 
feel that we have invited the courts to 
intercede because, had the committee 
gone under rule 16, they could have had 
that full hearing and then we would fol
low their recommendations I think quite 
lawfully. But proceeding under rule 14 
as they did, where the conviction which 
has not yet been completed "triggered 
the committee action," pulled us into our 
action here today, it unfortunately will 
invite the Federal Courts into it before 
the matter is finally determined. It 
would have been far wiser had we 
adopted the motion to postpone and let 
the people of the First District of Phila
delphia answer those questions for us 
on November 4. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. MYERS of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Speaker, I would like to ask unanimous 
consent that all Members have 5 legisla
tive days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks. 

The SPEAKER. That permission has 
already been granted. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. BENNETT). 

Mr. BENNETT. I have some more re
quests for time. 

I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. ECKHARDT). 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, al
though I think there has been a rush 
to judgment under its truncated process 
in some loose treatment of process gen
erally, nevertheless, I must recognize 
that the Constitution permits consider
ation of other than a conviction. I think 
the committee had the right to make 
such a determination. I think it had evi
dence upon which that decision was 
based, and I cannot say that the nature 
of the o1fense is less than one of such 
gravity which is similar to the grounds 
for impeachment of a President andre
moval from om.ce. Therefore, I shall be 
compelled to vote in favor of the com
mittee's recommendation. 

Mr. BENNETT. I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Kentucky <Mr. 
MAZZOLI). 

Mr. MAZZOLI. I thank the chairman 
very much. 

Mr. Speaker, let me first say the gen
tleman from Kentucky is not a member 
of the committee, but because of the 
profundity of the question and its grave 
nature, he has attempted to avail him
self of the information and was at the 
reviewing room on Monday morning. 
There are just a couple of points I would 
like to make. I commend the chairman 
of the committee and the full committee 
for the work that they have done. It 
is a very dimcult task, to say the least. 
I left that room after seeing the tapes, 
not with any anger or vengeance to
ward the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
<Mr. MYERS) but with a sense of ethical 
sadness for the House and the whole 
process. I think when I vote in favor of 
the recommendation of the committee, it 
will not be with any vengeance or 
malice toward the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania but, again, with sadness 
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for him and his family, and with pride 
that the House has faced a very grave 
issue and faced up to that issue. 

I would like to address the Members 
of the House too, and ask them to read, 
pages 32, 33, 34, and 35 of the commit
tee report. The questions of the chair
man of the committee, the gentleman 
from Florida <Mr. BENNETT), the gen
tleman from Wyoming <Mr. CHENEY), 
and the gentleman from Georgia <Mr. 
FowLER), in my judgment, nailed down 
very clearly the adequacy of the charges 
made and the fact that the House is 
compelled. to vote to expel the gentle
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. MYERS). 

Mr. BENNET!'. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Geor
gie (Mr. FOWLER). 

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
say that as one member of the com
mittee I echo the need that so many 
Members have expressed for the Com
mittee on the Judiciary to conduct a full 
investigation into the manner and means 
by which the Department of Justice 
acted. It needs to be done. As we have 
tried ·to say, that would not mean it 
would not have a bearing on what we 
have heard from the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania's, Mr. MYERs' own mouth 
by our own investigation of what he did. 
But that needs to be done. 

Second, I would like to commend 
Mr. MYERS for not resigning. The reason 
that -this may be a precedent-shattering 
case is that in three or four instances 
Members took the easy way out, and Mr. 
MYERS has faced his punishment, what
ever that may be, and faced his col
leagues. For that he deserves to be com
mended. 

Lastly, I want to say in response really 
to the gentleman, my friend from Texas 
<Mr. GoNZALEZ), there are three issues 
that no one can decide but each of us 
here. 

D 1430 
They all have to do with justice. The 

first question is has justice been accorded 
Mr. MYERS. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

(By unanim-ous consent, Mr. FowLER 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. FOWLER. The first question is 
whether or not justice has been ac
corded Mr. MYERS. For the committee, a 
large majority would submit that in 
every way possible that we could, we 
believe justice has been accorded. Mr. 
MYERS was given every opportunity to 
present every defense, every witness. 

Second is the question of just'ce to this 
institution, because we are all on trial 
and we all have to make the decisions 
as to whether or not the integrity of this 
institution has been violated, if you find 
that the allegations brought by this com
mittee to you are so heinous that only 
expulsion can tJphold the integrity of 
the institution. 

Lastly, I suppose, is the question of 
justice to the people that we represent 
and in that, as Learned Hand said: "Jus
tice delayed is justice denied." We are all 
stewards of this trust and if the question 
is so heinous that this body must deal 

with the sanction, the ultimate sanction, 
then the only fulfillment of all of our 
contracts to the people that we repre
sent is to perform this most sad duty. 
• Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, it is with a 
heavy heart that I have listened to this 
debate. I love this House and that for 
which it stands. 

Though I can feel compassion for a col
league, though I can feel sympathy for a 
fellow human, and though my heart goes 
out to the families of those who may 
stand so accused in the well of the House 
now or in the future, my duty is clear. 

I have wrestled with my conscience 
to determine my course of action today 
and in the future. I do so with as much 
thoughtful consideration as anything I 
have done as a Member of Congress. As 
a matter of fact, I have said a few prayers 
over the subject. 

It is my feeling that we, as Members of 
this House, owe it to those who have the 
unpleasant duty of judging their fellow 
Members, in this case the House Com
mittee on Standards of Ofiicial Conduct, 
an opportunity to present their findings. 
Those who would use that process for 
partisan political means violate my per
sonal sense of responsibility. Should any 
Member feel that the committee is not 
performing its responsibilities in a timely 
and reasonable fashion, they should so 
inform the House and then the House set 
a reasonable time for the committee to 
complete its work. 

Those men and women who serve on 
that committee have my deep apprecia
tion for doing an unpleasant job which 
has no pluses for them personally, but 
which is vital if the American people are 
to have faith in their elected representa
tives and their Goverment. 

I wish to state that my personal posi
tion, henceforth, is that I will vote to ex
pel any Member of the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives who is convicted of a crime 
which carried with it the possible penalty 
of a prison term of at least 1 year. In so 
doing, I feel I will be fulfilling my respon
sibilities and my oath of omce. Since 
terms in the House are only 2 years, to 
follow the procedures of the courts where 
interminable delays and appeals can con
sume years and make any proceeding in 
the House a moot question, some method 
must be found for us to act expeditiously 
and also with fairness. 

Henceforth, from this day, I shall vote 
to expel any Member convicted in a court 
of law for a crime which carries with it 
the penalty of 1 year in prison, regardless 
of the recommendation of the committee 
or a vote of my colleagues. I think it 
would be a standard which it would be 
well for others to adopt. This is a very 
personal statement of my strong feelings 
of my responsibilities to those who have 
elected me to represent them. 

The evidence in the case before us to
day is overwhelming. I am saddened that 
one who would take the oath of office to 
preserve and protect the Constitution and 
one who has the privilege of helping en
act the laws by which this great Nation 
will be governed would so wantonly 
violate those tenets. 

For me, the only course of action is to 
vote for expulsion not only as a punish
ment for the actions of this individual in 

bringing disrepute to his omce, but also 
to serve as a firm warning to those who 
will serve hereafter .e 
e Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, the 
committee investigated this matter under 
authority of House Resolution 608, which 
is reproduced in the committee report, 
volume 1. 

I direct attention to page 81 of the 
report, wherein House Resolution 608 is 
reproduced. There is a clause there, in 
section 6, which says that the committee 
"may restrict access to information re
ceived from the Justice Department to 
such members of the committee or 
House ... as the committee may desig
nate." 

I voted against this resolution because 
that clause clearly made second-class 
citizens out of some members of the com
mittee, if the committee majority decided 
to exclude information from its own mem
bers. I cannot think of a more pernicious 
thing than to have investigators of equal 
rank and authority able to deny informa
tion available to others of equal rank, 
authority and, most important, respon
sibility. 

My question is this: Did the committee, 
at any time, ever invoke its powers to 
restrict access to information to its own 
members? 

I think we have to be aware of prece
dent here. No one can say that the ac
tions of Mr. MYERS were honorable, but 
neither could we say that those actions 
are any more gross in character than 
those of Mr. Diggs, who was only cen
sured. The committee did not move to 
recommend expulsion of Diggs until all 
his court appeals had been exhausted. 
In this case, the actions of the trial court 
are not even finished, let alone appeals. 

It seems to me that we are confronted 
here with a set of sliding standards. The 
crimes involved are equally odious in the 
Diggs case, but the committee felt he 
was entitled to exhaust appeals. How do 
you justify the different treatment? 

We have to bear in mind that other 
trials involving this same investigation 
will be occurring. The evidence in some 
of these cases is more ambiguous than 
the evidence here. Let us suppose, how
ever, that convictions result. Would the 
committee, notwithstanding the fact that 
the evidence may be more ambiguous in 
subsequent cases, also recommend expul
sion upon a decision of the jury, notwith
standing the status of appeals? In other 
words, is the standard for expulsion a 
pronouncement of guilty by the jury not
withstanding appeals in criminal mat
ters? If that is so, would you not be 
obliged to recommend expulsion on the 
basis of any pronouncement by jury of 
guilt even though that verdict may be 
overturned? 

Suppose we vote to expel Mr. MYERS 
today, and the people of his district 
reelect him on November 4. What would 
you recommend the House do in the post
election session, or when it convenes for 
the next Congress? If Mr. MYERS is re
elected on November 4, notwithstanding 
his expulsion, it seems to me that they 
judge him differently than we do. Are the 
people of that district entitled to be rep
resented by a scoundrel if that is their 
choice?e 
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e Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, I feel 
that this is the most solemn moment in 
the history of the House. We are shortly 
to vote on the expulsion of one of our 
membership. 

Mr. Speaker, consideration of an ex
pulsion resolution involves two compet
ing interests-that of the House to dis
cipline and police itself and that of a 
constituency free to elect the Member of 
its choice. 

Now, first let me dispose of any sugges
tions that this matter is analogous to or 
subject to the precedent of the Diggs 
matter. My time is limited hence I will 
permit others to address other serious 
points. 

Floor consideration of the Diggs case 
in July 1979 resulted in the censure of 
Representative Diggs for misuse of clerk
hire allowance. To my mind, it was a 
serious offense, involving the misapplica
tion of public funds to solve the Mem
ber's personal financial worries, and war
ranted censure. 

But, most important, Representative 
Diggs was convicted in Federal district 
court in October 1978, subsequent to the 
time during which the committee could 
act, and was reelected in November. Be
cause the committee, proceeding under 
rule 16, rule 14 not having been adopted 
yet, recommended and the House agreed 
to, censure and restitution in that case, 
the competing interests of the House and 
the constituency never directly clashed, 
although the committee's report dis
cussed the precedents. 

I am inserting, at this point, my re
marks concerning Diggs and in answer 
to questions raised today. I trust that, 
this time, Members will comprehend 
them. 

First, there has been considerable contro
versy over the committee not recommending 
expulsion of the gentleman from Michigan. 
The questions most often posed in this re
gard are: First, "Have we the power to expel?" 
and second, "If so, why was expulsion not 
recommended in this case?" 

The committee declined to recommend ex
pulsion of Congres~man DIGGS for rea~ons 
stated at page 20 of the report. Probably the 
most important of those reasons was the 
opinion of the committee that the offeMes 
charged, although very serious, simply did 
not warrant the ultimate punishment of ex
pulsion-a punishment meted out only three 
times in the history of the House-a punish
ment which has never been imposed for an 
act short of treason, a punishment which has 
not been imposed in over a century. Viewing 
Mr. DIGGs' cooperation With the committee's 
investigation, his apology to the House and 
his agreement to repay the full amount by 
which he personally benefited from misuse of 
his clerk-hire allowance, the committee de
termined that a fair di~position would not in
clude a recommendation of expulsion. Since 
the committee determined that expulsion was 
not to be included in the recommended sanc
tions, it was unnecessary to resolve the con
stitutional question of power to expel a 
Member. 

This is not to suggest, however, that the 
committee did not consider the issue of this 
House~s power to expel a Member. On the 
contrary, the limited precedents on the issue 
were briefed in detail by counsel and consid
erable debate was held on the matter. Con
trary to the stated opinions of some of our 
colleagues, the power to expel a. Member, artic
ulated 1n article I, section 5, clause 2 o! the 
Constitution, 1s not unlimited. In the instant 
case, where the Member was reelected after 
his conviction on cr1minal charges, a recom-

mendation to expel could have directly con
flicted with the coMtitutional right of Mr. 
DIGGS' constituency to freely choo~e whom
ever they wish to represent them. In the in
terest of expediting a fair resolution of the 
issue at hand-that is, the question of Mr. 
DIGGs' omcial conduct-the committee, after 
determining that expul~ion was inappropri
ate, chose not to delay the proceeding by fur
ther discussion of the power to expel. 

Finally, with re~pect to the expulsion issue, 
I would like to a<ssociate myself with the re
mat>ks of the gentleman from South Carolina 
regarding the effect of yeE.terday•s vote on 
H.R. 391. Clearly, as that vote indicates, the 
majority of the Members of the House agree 
with the Committee on Standards of omcial 
Conduct that expulsion is not an appropriate 
remedy in this case. 

A second question raised by a number of 
our colleagues regards the effect of this dis
position on the power of the Hom:e to later 
consider a resolution to expel the Member 1f 
and when his crixninal conviction is upheld 
and he is incarcerated. It is, first of all, my 
fervent hope and sincere anticipation that 
the gentleman from Michigan, who at his 
criminal trial emphasized his dedication to 
his constituency, would see fit under such 
circuxnstances to resign, so that a new repre
sentative could promptly be chosen to re
place him. If that is not the case, nothing in 
the committee's recommendation or report, 
or in the committee's predisposition negoti
ation with Mr. DIGGs, should be construed 
as precluding subsequent House action to 
expel the Member. That is, the recommended 
disposition of this matter is not intended to 
bar the House from expelUng Mr. DIGGS if 
he is incarcerated and unable to actively rep
resent his constituency. 

A third question of common interest con
cerns the relationship of the House's action 
today and the crixninal proceedings involving 
the Member. It is the opinion of the commit
tee that the two are totally independent, that 
the ultimate disposition of charges in each 
forum is unaffected by the other. The com
mittee's action is not intended or expected 
to influence the U.S. court of appeals decision 
in the Member's pending appeal. Reversal by 
the appellate court of the criminal conviction 
would in no way affect the House action 
here under consideration. 

A fourth question--or rather category of 
questions-which warrants only a brief re
sponse, concerns the issue of the Member's 
race. While some have suggested that racism 
fueled the investigation of Congressman 
DIGGS, others have claimed that a racial "dou
ble standard" precluded serious consideration 
of a harsher sanction. The committee, of 
course, denies that the race of the Member 
had any bearing whatso3ver on its investiga
tion. We cannot prevent some persons, either 
in or out of the House, from making such 
insinuations, but we are confident that our 
record, as well as the record of the entire 
House, in dealing with disciplinary proceed
ings refutes any such suggestions. We have 
attempted to the best of our ability to ob
serve justice and fairness in every ca~e. judg
ing each on the evidence presented. We have 
been extremely cognizant of our obligation to 
observe the due process rights of any Mem
ber or person involved in one of our proceed
ings. With regard to this speclflc case, it is 
most important to note that the Member has 
admitted guilt, apologized to the House, 
agreed to make restitution, and agreed to ac
cept censure because of his misconduct. Be
lieving that to be a fair disposition, the com
mittee incorporated each of those points in 
its recommendations. 

The suggestion that censure rather than 
expulsion was recommended so as not to 
offend the black vote is not worthy of a 
response. 

Another question raised, which I shall ex
amine today is: 

What has happened to Representative 
NEWT GINGRICH's House Resolution 142? 

House Resolution 142 was referred to the 
committee where it was subject to consider
ation during the committee's inquiry into 
the conduct of Representative DIGGS, which 
inquiry commenced prior to House Resolu
tion 142 on the committee's own initiative. 
Becau!:'e of the committee's recommended 
resolution, House Resolution 378, which we 
discuss today, and assuming the resolution 
is !ldopted, no further action is scheduled by 
the committee with respect to House Reso
lution 142. In this connection, Representative 
GINGRICH has been quoted as saying that the 
disposition of this case recommended by the 
committee sati~fles him, particularly in view 
of the Member's admission of guilt, and his 
apology therefor. 

In dealing with this matter did the com
mittee consider ln depth the issue of punish
ment for offenses committed prior to the most 
recent election? Some have asked. 

The issue of puni~hment for offenses com
mitted prior to a Member's election is dealt 
with in the report, including the supplemen
tal views of the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER). The COmmittee is Of 
the unanimous opinion that the power of 
the House to punish for prior misconduct, 
at least the imposition of those sanctions 
that fall short of expulsion, is clear and well 
established by many legislative precedents. 
It is felt that this power can be invoked 
without conflicting with the right of each 
congressional constituency to select its rep
resentative, whereas the exercise of the power 
to expel obviously could conflict with those 
rights. Because of its recommended disposi
tion of this case, the committee found it un
necessary to express an opinion on whether 
the power to expel extends to prior miscon
duct. My colleague's Will expand upon this 
point. 

I constantly overheard some colleagues ask
ing why not recommend that Mr. DIGGS be 
denied the right to vote on the floor of the 
House until his appeals are final? 

Any attempt to deny the Member the right 
to vote could raise serious constitutional prob
lexns becaus~ such action obviously interferes 
with the right of his constituency to have a 
voting representative. Most felt that allowing 
a Member to hold his seat in the House, but 
denying him a vote, is perhaps worse for his 
constituency than expulsion. At least follow
ing expulsion the seat is vacant and a special 
election can be held providing the constit
uency the opportunity to elect a voting 
representative. 

Mr. Speaker, I also note that the commit
tee does not express a viewpoint on whether 
Mt>. DIGGS may resume his chairmanships as 
that is a matter of party responsiblllty and 
under current practice would be a decision 
for the Democratic caucus. We speclflcally 
did not express a viewpoint on that matter. 

I also note that the committee has acted 
while appeals are pending in the Federal 
courts concernings the Diggs conviction. 

This subject is dealt with extensively ln 
the memorandum filed by counsel for Rep
resentative Diggs in support of a motion to 
defer the proceedings, and the memorandum 
in opposition filed by special counsel to the 
committee. The House has responsiblllty to 
act in a totally independent disciplinary pro
cedure with respect to allegations of xniscon
duct, particularly of the kind relating to the 
Member's otficial duties. The committee has 
usually deferred initiating a formal inquiry 
during the course of the criminal investiga
tion, grand jury proceeding, indictment and 
trial. That was done in this case. However, 
the appellate process can be very lengthy, 
even extending over the terms of two or more 
Congresses. The factors contributing to a de
cision to defer an inquiry into the conduct 
of a Member who has been indicted but not 
tried, principally problems of pretrial pub
licity, substantially diminish thereafter. 

If a Member eventually 1s imprisoned, he 
obviously will be unable to serve his con
stituency. I! that event occurs and. the Mem-



October 2, 1980 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 28975 
ber does not resign, it wlll be a. matter for 
the House to deal with at the time. As I 
stated before, there is nothing in the com
mittee's recommended disposition of the case 
that limits or affects any action the House 
might wish to take under those circum
stances, in my opinion. 

Some have asked me about the costs in
volved in this matter. The cost of these pro
ceedings thus fa.r has been over $50,000. 

The committee printed the original trial 
record to provide the Members with the op
portunity to become fully acquainted with 
the nature of the offenses with which Rep
resentative Diggs was charged both by the 
Department of Justice in the criminal pro
ceedings and the committee in its proceed
ings. Volume ll is a. transcript of the evi
dence taken at the trial and is very lengthy. 

I have heard questions concerning the at
tention paid to this matter by the Members. 
I am pleased at the diligence of the commit
tee on this matter. The chairman was ini
tially and accidently ill advised by special 
counsel who suggested the proceeding could 
be concluded in 60 days. However, in de
fense of special counsel, he did not antici
pate the challenge to the committee's juris
diction and the efforts to defer the proceed
ings undertaken by counsel for Representa
tive Diggs. Moreover, special counsel was of 
the opinion that the matter could be dis
posed of following the procedures outlined 
in committee rule 14 adopted earlier this 
year. That rule now provides that, following 
a. conviction, if the conduct that was the 
subject of the criminal proceedings alw in
volved the Member's official duties, an evi
dentiary hearing could be avoided and a. 
phase two hearing immediately commenced. 
In a. phase two hearing, only the question of 
the appropriate punishment is before the 
committee. However, the committee declined 
to proceed under this rule, which was adopted 
subsequent to the time of the occurrence of 
the offenses charged against Representative 
Diggs, retroactively. 

The committee considered this matter on 
14 separate occasions and adhered to the 
timetable of the rules as tightly as possible 
within the House schedule. I have added a. 
synopsis of committee action at the end of 
my remarks. 

It ls disturbing that the recommended dis
position of the case has been described by 
some as resulting from a. "plea. bargain." 
These terms are popularly used to describe 
the disposition of the vast majority of crim
inal proceedings. Whether or not this termi
nology is appropriate for the action taken in 
this legislative disciplinary proceeding is 
something over which the committee has no 
control. I can assure those people that the 
committee settled for no less than it felt 
was appropriate for the facts of the case. 

The discussions which led to the resolution 
came up during procedural discussion by 
counsel. During the course of the discussions 
between special counsel and counsel for the 
Member, Chairman BENNETT and ranking 
member of the committee, Mr. SPENCE, and 
the special subcommittee, consisting of Rep
resentative HAMILTON and myself, were kept 
fully informed. Ultimately, one reason for 
proceeding as we did was the recognition that 
a. lengthy evidentiary hearing would have 
been largely repetitious of the trial proceed
ing and would have contributed little or no 
additional evidence in support of the charges 
not available from the transcript of testi
mony received during the trial. 

Mr. Speaker, I can recall that the gentle
man from Virginia (Mr. BUTLER) said in de
bate on House Resolution 142 that Mr. DIGGS 
defrauded the Government of more than 
$100,000. This gives rise to several questions. 
First, is the amount of restitution too low? 
Is conversion of clerk-hire to office related 
use now legal? What happens to money owed 
by the gentleman from Michigan if he is 

no longer a. Member? Wlll there be salary 
deductions? 

The precise amount of money involved in 
any alleged improper use of the clerk-hire 
allowance by the Member is difficult to de
termine, even upon the committee's careful 
analysis. The amount of the note ordered as 
restitution is the result of such an analysis. 

But I hasten to add that any action here 
today in no way bars the Government from 
further civU remedies. Just as it is the re
sponsib111ty of the Department of Justice to 
enforce any criminal statutes the Member 
may have violated, it is also the Department's 
responsibllity, acting in accordance with es
tablished policies in such matters, to insti
tute civil action on the part of the United 
States to recover any clerk-hire or other 
funds that were disbursed otherwise than in 
accordance with law. We understand the De
partment of Justice is considering a. civil 
action to recover such funds. 

It should be made clear that the commit
tee charges alleged the Member inflated staff 
salaries for three different purposes. First, to 
pay clearly identifiable personal expenses of 
the Member. Second, to pay expenses related 
to the Member's official duties, but which 
exceeded the allowances otherwise provided 
therefor. This was prior to the present rules 
allowing transfer. The third category in
volved alleged overcompensation of staff to 
pay for services rendered for the personal 
benefit of the Member, for example, Ms. Jera.
lee Richmond, who, while apparently render
ing some legitimate staff duties, devoted the 
majority of her time to the affairs of the 
Member's funeral home; and Mr. George 
Johnson, who rendered accounting services 
to the Member personally and to the funeral 
home. 

In his final response, Representative DIGGS 
has admitted guilt with respect to the first 
category and, without admitting guilt to the 
third category, has admitted that he per
sonally benefited thereby. Regarding the sec
ond category office related expenses, Repre
sentative DIGGs steadfastly maintains that 
his use of clerk-hire funds for such purposes 
was not in violation of any House rules. 

The amount of restitution to be made, ap
proximately $40,000, includes the funds in
volved in the payment of personal expenses 
or staff salaries paid which inured to the 
personal benefit of the Member. It does not 
include funds used to pay office related ex
penses. This does not mean that the com
mittee finds that the use of the clerk-hire 
allowance for those purposes did not involve 
violation of House rules; only that we decided 
not to render an opinion or judgment on that 
issue as oart of the entire context in which 
the disposition of the case was reached. Com
mittee advisory opinion No. 2 on the subject 
of the use of clerk-hire funds, remains the 
official expression of the committee on the 
subject. If any Member of the House believes 
the opinion requires explanation in any given 
instance, there are procedures available to 
obtain an interpretation. 

If Representative DIGGS ceases to be a. Mem
ber of the House, he still will be obligated to 
pay the note evidencing the amount of resti
tution he has agreed to make, and, as pre
viously indicated, any civil judgment the 
United States might recover. It is contem
plated that there will be salary deductions 
made to meet the obligation evidenced by 
the note as long as Representative DIGGs ls a. 
member. 

No such competing interests are at is
sue today. The offenses giving rise to the 
expulsion resolution were committed in 
the time frame of the 96th Congress. Mr. 
MYERs' constituency has not spoken since 
the MYERS' conviction. If he is expelled 
and reelected that is an issue that will be 
addressed by those elected to serve in the 
97th Congress. 

Bribery, like crimes of corruption, in 
this case, the "selling" of a Member's 
office, are offenses of a degree of serious
ness many times that of any disciplinary 
matter before the House during my com
mittee service. If the ultimate discipli
nary action is not taken in this case, ex
pulsion will retreat as a viable weapon 
for the House to defend its integrity in 
any case. And this House will deserve the 
low esteem in which so many people hold 
it. 

Mr. Speaker, I would associate myself 
with the remarks of the chairman and 
ranking minority member. Under their 
leadership the committee worked long 
and diligently on this matter as is ob
vious. But words cannot describe or ex
plain the recognition within oneself of 
the burden which being a member of this 
committee brings, I can only say simply 
that every member of the committee has 
lived up to the obligations and trust 
placed upon him by this House. 

Mr. Speaker, having heard the argu
ments and testimony including admis
sions by the defendant, and having 
viewed the direct videotaped evidence 
and the trial transcript, I support this 
resolution without reservation, and urge 
its adoption.• 
e Mr. HAGEDORN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the committee 
resolution calling for the expulsion of 
Representative MYERS from the House 
of Representatives. 

I, like other Members of Congress have 
seen the tapes of Mr. MYERS' conversa
tions with undercover FBI investigators 
and the transcripts of his trial in Brook
lyn. Those materials show that he ac
cepted $50,000 in cash from an under
cover FBI agent after discussing what 
services he could offer in return. The 
only reasonable conclusion from this, 
which is supported: by the jury's guilty 
verdict, is that Congressman MYERS has 
violated and abused his publicly held 
position for self-gain. He has blatantly 
betrayed the confidence of the American 
people and brought disgrace to his office. 

Certainly, explusion from Congress is 
the most severe sanction the House can 
impose. But the crimes for which Mr. 
MYERs has been found guilty-bribery, 
conspiracy, and violations of the Travel 
Act-are equally severe. In light of the 
facts of this case and the evidence used 
against Mr. MYERs--his own words and 
acts--it becomes the paramount duty of 
the House to impose the sanction of ex
pulsion. This is the only sanction that 
fits the crimes committed by Representa
tive MYERS. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
committee resolution.• 
• Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, there 
are two issues before us: one is the res
olution to expel Representative OZZIE 
MYERS of Pennsylvania; the second ques
tion is the timing of this resolution. It is 
on this latter point that I disagree with 
the committee. 

I do not believe that at this point, on 
the last action of the House before re
cessing for the election, that an objective 
situation prevails. 

Based on the evidence gathered by the 
committee and keeping in mind the 
conviction in the court, it is my inten-
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tion to vote to expel Representative 
MYERS. But I am troubled by the fact 
that we might be premature in doing so 
until such time as the appeals to which 
he is entitled have run their course. 

I believe that the House leadership, 
and specifically, the Speaker, should have 
exercised the necessary practicality and 
tact to have this action deferred until the 
lame-duck session. 

It is obvious that anyone convicted of 
the charges that were successfully pros
ecuted against Mr. MYERS does not de
serve to serve as a Member of this House. 
The final judgment will come at some 
level in the judiciary, and in the case 
of Mr. MYERS, by his constituents on 
November 4. To have waited until No
vember 12 or 13 before taking up this 
matter would have been much more ob
jective, practical, and responsible 
scheduling.e 
e Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I shall 
vote to expel Representative MYERS. I 
believe this body cannot operate effec
tively if its Members are not subject to 
some reasonable standards of conduct. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania has 
clearly and indisput8.bly used his high 
public office for personal enrichment. He 
has violated the law and he has violated 
the rules of the House. 

Unfortunately, he did so under the 
spotlight of a video camera, so that 
eventually all of America will witness his 
gross misconduct. Their perception of 
this House of Representatives may for
ever be affected by the memory of his 
behavior. 

Under the Constitution, the House is 
given the responsibility of being the 
judge of its own membership. I do not 
like being a judge, especially of my col
leagues and peers. Like most humans, I 
am not perfect, and I experience torment 
rather than satisfaction in reviewing the 
misdeeds of others. 

The House has nevP-r expelled a Mem
ber for corruption. That is, for many 
people, an indictment of the body itself. 
I believe that gross corruption, tthe offer
ing of political favors for sale, warrants 
expulsion. The House precedent is not a 
good one. 

It is said that since Mr. MYERS' case 
has not been decided-even though the 
jury has rendered a verdict-and since 
the appeal process has not been com
pleted, we should not act. That reason
ing misses the point. 

For me, the vote deoends on the House 
judgment of Mr. MYERs' conduct, not on 
someone else's judgment. If he is 
ultimately sent to jail, the House would 
probably want to expel, unless a resigna
tion, as is customary is tendered. 

The House can tolerate speeders, 
drunk drivers, and maybe even a few 
felons. It cannot tolerate, and maintain 
its effectiveness, any Member who otters 
his high office for sale. This case is so 
clear cut, so simple, that the House ought 
not to delay. 

Other cases may be less clear. But 1n 
this one, there is no entrapment claim. 
Mr. MYERs admitted taking the money. 
The videotape has been described as not 
only damning, but also repulsive. 

In my judgment. Mr. MYERS should 
be expelled even if t.he criminal court 
verdict is set aside. The House rules and 

standards may not always coincide with 
the criminal law. 

Also, I believe, the House erred in not 
expelling our colleague from Michigan, 
Mr. Diggs. Even when his case was under 
appeal, he did not deny the facts of his 
offense. He used the people's money for 
his own gain, and should have been ex
pelled whether convicted or not. 

I have never believed a criminal con
viction is a prerequisi.te to expulsion. If 
a criminal court acts before the House 
does when the HouRe knows that an 
abuse has been committed, the House is 
guilty of dereliction of duty. I will vote 
today to expel for offenses against the 
House, not because of a conviction. 

Due process has also been questioned 
today. Our committee has functioned 
fairly and carefully. Mr. MYERS has had 
fair and reasonable treatment. The vote 
will be the same whether taken now or 
later. Any delay would simply be delay 
for delay's own sake. 

Should we delay or should we vote 
not to expel, we will only confirm the 
worst fears and darkest suspicions of the 
people of the United States about the 
integrity, image, and operations of this 
body. 

I hope the House will move deliber
ately, but swiftly, on this most unpleasant 
task. We should vote to expel Representa
tive MYERS.e 
• Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, in the mat
ter of MICHAEL 0. MYERS, U.S. Represent
ative from Pennsylvania, our Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct has rec
ommended that he be expelled. Based 
upon the evidence, including videotapes 
taken by the FBI and Mr. MYERS' own 
statements, the committee has concluded, 
as has a trial jury, that Mr. MYERS is 
guilty of having violated the law by ac
cepting $15,000 in return for his promise 
to use his infiuence to assist a supposed 
foreigner with immigration and other 
matters, by conspiring with others to do 
so, and by traveling interstate to do so. 

The record shows that Representative 
MYERS did present himself as an in:fluen
tial Congressman, that he did bargain to 
use that in:fluence for money, that he did 
receive a payment of $15,000 which ex
ceeds the limitation set by the House of 
Representatives for outside earnings, 
that he did not report the outside income 
as he was required to do by law, that 
he thought he was actually receiving 
$50,000, and that he continued to bargain 
for additional payments up until the so
called ABSCAM episode was leaked to the 
news media. 

In my opinion, Mr. MYERS should be 
expelled from the House of Representa
tives immediately; not on the basis of the 
trial, but on the basis of what he did. He 
has freely admitted to his actions as I 
have just summarized them. His only de
fenses are: First, that he was merely play 
acting with no intention of ever doing 
any of the things he agreed to do when 
he accepted the money, and second, that 
he was targeted by the FBI and victim
ized by a web of entrapment, and third, 
that we have no precedent for expelling 
hlm. -

As was brought out during Mr. MYERs' 
testimony before the committee, the first 
defense that he only pretended to offer to 
sell legislation and influence amounts to 

an admission of fraud. His claim that his 
friends had coached him that he could 
agree to anything without ever having 
to make good on his contract amounts to 
an admission of conspiracy to defraud. 
That is not a very good defense, to claim 
he was not guilty of felony A and B only 
because he was guilty exclusively of 
felony C. 

As to the entrapment issue, the FBI has 
from time to time had to resort to arti
ficial devices to pose its official agents as 
underworld or foreign operatives in order 
to obtain evidence of crimes. Such was 
the case here. There is no evidence here 
that this ABSCAM connection to MYERS 
was based on any linkage of previous ac
tions on his part known to the FBI. Yet 
his name was introduced by one of his 
friends. Without speculating upon the 
basis of his friend's initiative and con
fidence that MYERs' should be brought in 
on what appeared to be easy money, it is 
clear that the FBI did not arbitrarily or 
otherwise target Representative MYERS, 
but instead acted upon the suggestion 
initiated by his friends, and followed 
through by stealthily offering him an op
portunity to accept or reject a bribe. 

In his criminal trial, Mr. MYERS was 
found guilty of taking a bribe. As has 
been said, he awaits a hearing on his case 
regarding the entrapment defense. If we 
must suspend and defer on that ground, 
must we again suspend and defer on the 
same ground? Surely, appeals will drag 
on for a year or more into the next Con
gress or the Congress after that. If this 
Congress fails to expel him, surely the 
later sessions will argue over whether 
they have any jurisdiction over acts com
mitted in this session. Therefore, we must 
act now. Otherwise, we craft a precedent 
for avoidance of expulsion regardless of 
the crime, for all time. 

The honor and integrity of this Con
gress are at stake. The argument that no 
Member has been expelled except for 
treason cites a precedent that needs to 
be changed, now. Let us act now, so that 
never again can it be argued that be
trayal of trust and commission of the 
crime of bribery, or any crime short of 
treason is acceptable for membership in 
this office, even on a technicality, which 
does not bind us. Let us act now to estab
lish a new and clear precedent that Mem
bers will be expelled for criminal abuse 
of their office. 

There are two ways to look at the his
torical record which shows that no Con
gress has expelled any Member for cor
ruption; or for any reason at all since 
December 3, 1861. I look at that record 
and say to you: It's about time we did.e 
e Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
I feel obligated to ril';e in opposition to 
House Resolution 794, a resolution to 
expel Representative MICHAEL 0. MYERS. 
As the dissenting views to the committee 
report of our colleagues, Mr. HAMILTON, 
of Indiana, and Mr. STOKES, of Ohio, 
make clear, opposition to this resolution 
should not be considered in any way as an 
approval of what Representative MYERS 
did, as revealed in the trial transcript, 
the videotapes, and his own testimony 
before the committee. 

As has been stated, only three ReP
resentatives since the founding of the 
Republic have been expelled from the 
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House, and all three of those expulsions 
occurred in 1861. In fact, each of those 
three Members expelled, either directly 
or indirectly took up arms against the 
United States, and in so doing, committed 
blatantly treasonous a.cts. Thus, no Mem
ber has ever been expelled for any act less 
than treason. I point this out merely to 
demonstrate the severity of the action 
contemplated, and to underscore my be
lief that such action is premature at this 
time. 

Expulsion of a sitting Member of Con
gress is clearly within the authority of 
this body and is so provided for in the 
Constitution. But the implication of ex
pulsion for the institution, for the Mem
ber involved, and most importantly, for 
the congressional district which has 
chosen him to serve in Washington, is so 
great that this ultimate sanction has 
been rarely used. 

I am troubled any time we are put in 
a position of making moral judgments on 
our peers. Drawing lines on issues of 
morality are very difficult. For that 
reason, Mr. Speaker, I believe that it is 
important that if we are to expel Mr. 
MYERS it be done on a more objective 
basis than our relative level of disdain 
for what he did. I look to the courts as 
the final arbiter of his guilt or in
nocence. 

Basing my belief that expulsion should 
be linked to the conviction of Mr. MYERS, 
I am forced to conclude that we cannot 
rightly act on this matter until his con
viction is final. The remaining legal issues 
in this case have been debated at much 
length today. From that debate it is clear 
to me that we have not yet seen a final 
determination in this matter. 

If the conviction is upheld and all 
appeals are exhausted, I would not have 
the reservation I have today about voting 
to expel MICHAEL MYF.RS for his criminal 
acts. Absent such a final finding, how
ever, I believe that it is improper for the 
House to take the action recommended 
by the Committee on Standards of Of
ficial Conduct. Thus, I find it necessary 
to vote against House Resolution 794 at 
this time.e 
e Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, I, like 
everybody in this Chamber, am disturbed 
by the actions of Representative MICHAEL 
0. MYERs, and believe that those actions 
cannot and should not be condoned by 
this body. However, l am equally dis
turbed by what we are doing as well as 
by the manner in which we are doing it. 
In our eagerness to adjourn, we have 
not given this grave issue the attention it 
deserves, and we have trampled the con
stitutional rights of our colleague. The 
expulsion of a Member from this body is 
so drastic a step that of the thousands of 
men and women who have served over 
the years, only three have ever been ex
pelled. I do not believe that an issue of 
such magnitude should be decided on the 
day of adjournment a few weeks before 
the election. 

Representative MYERS, no more or less 
than any other citizen of this great coun
try, is entitled to a fair hearing which 
provides him with due process and an 
impartial jury undistracted by-matters 
not relevant to his guilt or innocence. 
Has Representative MYERS received what 

he is entitled to? I submit that he has 
not. 

We are the jury jn this case. How 
material to the guilt or innocence of 
Representative MICHAEL MYERS is the 
fact that this House will adjourn in a few 
hours? How material to the guilt or in
nocence of Representative MYERS is the 
fact that almost every one of us will be 
up for reelection in 1 short month? How 
material to the guilt or innocence of Rep
resentative MYERS is the fact that some 
Members are in very close races which 
may be decided by how they voted on this 
issue? 

All of us know that these factors are 
totally and absolutely irrelevant to the 
guilt or innocence of Representative 
MICHAEL MYERS, yet all of US knOW that 
these facts have greatly infiuenced how 
many members of the jury voted on this 
issue. Representative MICHAEL MYERS has 
been expelled by a jury greatly under the 
infiuence of the hysteria which sur
rounds the elections in this country. Be
cause this is true, I could not vote to 
expel him. 

I stated earlier that Representative 
MYERS is entitled to due process, but 
did not receive it today. The Federal dis
trict court, with far more facts and evi
dence than has been made available to us, 
has not yet decided whether Representa
tive MYERS' right to due process was 
violated by the Justice Department. 
Many questions material to the final 
determination of the guilt or innocence 
of Representative MYERS have yet to be 
answered. How did the Justice Depart
ment make the determination to inves
tigate Representative MYERS? Was he 
predisposed to commit the crime or was 
he induced to break the law by the Jus
tice Department? The answer to these 
questions will finally determine whether 
or not Representative MYERS is guilty or 
innocent of the crime, and nobody in this 
body was presented with any evidence on 
which to base an answer to these very 
crucial questions. If we cannot answer 
the basic question of whether Repre
sentative MYERS is guilty or innocent, 
how presumptuous and self-righteous it 
was of us to feel free to answer the ques
tion of whether or not he would remain 
a Member of this Chamber. Representa
tive MicHAEL MYERS was not accorded 
the fair process he was due and because 
of this, I did not vote to expel him. 

Had my colleagues looked within 
them-selves and asked themselves if they 
would want to be tried without due 
process and by a jury concerned about 
elections rather than basic justice, they 
would have voted otherwise. However, 
they did not and regrettably, a terrible 
precedent has been set.e 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, every life 
has its tragedies. The most painful of 
the tragedies are those that we earn our
selves by our own defects. When the 
concluding remarks were prepared for 
me to make in the early part of this 
statement, there was a sentence, "There 
can be no other choice of sanctions for 
such a man." I struck through the 
phrase "a man" and changed it to read 
"There can be no other choice of sanc
tions for such actions." 

God never made a bad man or a bad 

woman. We make our mistakes in life. 
We have to pay for those mistakes. In 
this instance, the integrity of the House 
of Representatives is at stake, an insti
tution which is not only important for 
our country but for mankind. 

So, as painful as it is for me to do this, 
I must ask the House of Representatives 
to expel Representative MYERS. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
resolution offered by the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. BENNETT) . 

The question was taken. 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali

fornia. Mr. Speaker, at the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
MYERS) . I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were--yeas 376, nays 30, 
not voting 26, as follows: 

[Roll No. 622] 

YEAS-376 
Addabbo Corcoran Gramm 
Akaka Cotter Grassley 
Ambro Coughlin Gray 
Anderson, Courter Green 

Call!. Crane, Daniel Grisham 
Andrews, N.C. Crane, Philip Guarini 
An,drewa, D'Amour& Gudger 

111 Dak. Daniel, Dan Guyer 
Annunzlo Daniel, R. W. Hagedorn 
Anthony Danielson Hall, Tex. 
Applegate Dannemeyer Fam•lton 
Archer Daschle Hammer-
Ashbrook Davis, Mich. schmidt 
Ashley de la Garza Hance 
Aspin ~ckard HanJey 
Atkinson Delluma Hansen 
AuCoin ~rrick Harkin 
Badham Derwlnskl Harris 
Ba!alis Devine Harsha 
Baldus Dickinson Hawkins 
Barnard Dicks Heckler 
Ba.rnes Dhon He!ner 
Bauman Donnelly He!tel 
Beard, R .I. Dornan Hightower 
Beard, Tenn. Dougherty HUlls 
Bedell Downey Hinson 
Benjamin Duncan, Oreg. Hollenbeck 
Bennett Duncan, Tenn. Holt 
Bereuter Early Hopkins 
Bethune Eckhardt Horton 
Bevill Edgar Howard 
Bingham Edwards, Ala. Hubbard 
Blancba.rd Edwards, Okla. Huckaby 
Boggs Emery Hughes 
Boland EnvUsh Hutchinson 
Boner Erdahl Hutto 
Bonlor Erl en born Hyde 
Bonker Ertel !chord 
Bouquard Evans, Del. Ireland 
Bowen Evans, Ga. Jacobs 
Brademas Evans, Ind. Jeffords 
Brean'l( Fary Jeffries 
Brinkley Fascell Jenkins 
Bro .. heed Fazio Johnson, Cali!. 
Brooks Fenwick Johnson, Colo. 
Brocmfteld Ferraro Jones, N.C. 
Brown, Cali!. Fin1ley Jones, Okla. 
Broyhlll Fish Jones, Tenn. 
Buchanan Fi~her Kastenmeler 
Burgener Fithian Kazen 
Burlison Flippo Komp 
Burton., Phlllip Florio KUdee 
Butler Foley Kindness 
Byron Forti. Tenn. Kogovsek 
campbell Forsythe Kostmayer 
OS.!'neY Fountain Kramer 
Carr Fowler LaFalce 
Carter Frenzel Lagomarsino 
Cavanaugh Frost Latta 
Chanpell F'11a1•a Leach, Iowa 
Cheney Gephardt Leath, Tex. 
Chisholm G'a'mo Lee 
Clausen Gibbons Lehman 
Cleveland GUman Lent 
CI!nger Gingrich Levitas 
Coe'ho G 1nn Lewts 
Co~em11.n Glickman Livingston 
Collins, ru. Goldwater L'lovd 
Oo!lln<~, Tex. Go"<illng Loemer 
Conable Gore Lo~. La. 
Conte GradisOn Long, Md. 
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Lott 
Lowry 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lundine 
Lun~en 
McClory 
Me~ 1-.,J::ey 
McCormack 
McDa _'e 
McDonald 
McEwen 
McHugh 
McKay 
McKinney 
Madiga.n 
Maguire 
Markey 
Marks 
Ma.r:en.ee 
Marriott 
Martin 
Mathis 
Matsui 
Mattox 
Mavroules 
Mazzoll 
Mlca 
Michel 
Mlkulski 
Miller, Cali!. 
Miller, Ohio 
Min eta 
Minish 
Moal{ley 
Moffett 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead, 

Oalt!. 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Murphy, Dl. 
M11rtha 
Musto 
Myers, Ind. 
Natcher 
Neal 
Ne'izi 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nnwak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Ottinger St Germain 
Fanetta Stack 
Pashayan Stangeland 
Patten Stanton 
Patterson Stenholm 
Paul Stewart 
Pease Stockznan 
Pepper Stratton 
Perkins Studds 
Petri Stump 
Peyser Swift 
Pickle Symms 
Porter Synar 
Preyer Tauke 
Price Tauzin 
Pritchard Taylor 
Pursell Thomas 
Qulllen Traxler 
Ra.hall Trible 
Railsback Udall 
Ratchford Ullman 
Regula Van Deerlln 
Rhodes Vander Jagt 
Rinaldo Va.nik 
Ritter Vento 
Robinson Volkmer 
Rodino Walgren 
Roe Walker 
Rose Wampler 
Rousselot Watkins 
Royer Waxman 
Rudd Weaver 
Russo White 
Saba Whitehurst 
Santini Whitley 
Satterfield Whittaker 
Sawyer Whitten 
Scheuer W1111ams, Mont. 
Schroeder Williams, Ohio 
Schulze Wilson, Bob 
Seiberling Winn 
sensenbrenner Wirth 
Sharp Wolff 
Shelby Wolpe 
Shumway Wright 
Shuster Wyatt 
Simon Wydler 
Skelton Wylie 
Smith, Iowa Yat-es 
Smith, Nebr. Yatron 
Snowe Young, Alaska 
Snyder Young, Fla. 
Solarz Youn~. Mo. 
Solomon Zablocki 
Spellman Zeferetti 
Spetl!Ce 

NAYS-30 

Ale'Cander Garcia RanQ:el 
Bailey Gaydos Richmond 
Bellenson Gonzalez Rosenthal 
Boll1ng Holland Rostenkowski 
Cl av Kelly Roybal 
Conyers Lederer Stark 
Davis, S.C. Leland Stokes 
Drinan Mitchell, Md. Weiss 
E1war<:ls, Cali!. Mumhv. N.Y. Wilson, c. H. 
Ford, Mich. Murphy, Pa. Wilson, Tex. 

Abdnor 
A1bo ... ta 
Anderson, Dl. 
Biacz<?l 
BroWn, Ohio 
Burton. John 
Corman 
Dtn~ell 
Dodd 

NOT VOTING-26 
Hall. Ohio 
Holtzman 
Jenrette 
Leach, La. 
Mitchell, N.Y. 
Mottl 
Myers, Pa.. 
Nolan 
Quayle 

0 1450 

Reuss 
Roberts 
Roth 
Sebelius 
Shannon 
Staggers 
Steed 
Thompson 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will notify 
the Governor of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania of the action of the House. 

The matter is closed. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. PHn..LIP BURTON. Mr. Speaker, 
because the rules do not permit a Mem
ber to announce his position on this par-

ticular type of vote that was just had, 
as is normally the case, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. JOHN L. BURTON), 
who is necessarily absent because of a 
longstanding set of commitments in his 
State, has asked me to announce his po
sition in support of the committee reso
lution. The gentleman wants the record 
to refiect his support of the resolution. 

PROVIDING FOR LIMITED CONTIN
UATION OF PAY OF CLERICAL AS
SISTANCE TO MEMBERS IN CER
TAIN CASES OF TERMINATION OF 
SERVICE 

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Speaker. I offer a res
olution (H. Res. 804), and I ask unani
mous consent for its immediate consid
eration. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. REs. 804 
Resolved, That (a) until otherwise pro

vided by law, for purposes of the joint reso
lution entitled "Joint resolution relating to 
the continuance on the payrolls of certain 
employees in cases of death or resignation 
of Members of the House of Representatives, 
Delegates, and Resident Commissioners.", ap
proved August 21, 1935 (2 u.s.c. 92b, 92c, and 
92d) , any termination o! service during a 
term o! office of a Member of the House that 
is not described in the first section of such 
joint resolution shall be treated as 1! such 
termination were described in such section. 

(b) The Clerk of the House shall take such 
action as may be necessary to apply the prin
ciples of section 2 of the joint reso1:.1tion 
referred to in subsection (a) (2 U.S.C. 92c) 
in the carrying out of this resolution. 

SEc. 2. The Committee on House Adminis
tration shall have authority to prescribe reg
ulations !or the carrying out of this resolu
tion. 

SEC. 3. Payments under this resolution shall 
be made on vouchers approved by the Com
mittee on House Administration and signed 
by the chairman of such committee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I yield to the dis
tinguished acting committee chairman. 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
NEnzr), to explain the resolution. 

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the action which this 
body has just taken makes it necessary 
for the House to authorize the Clerk to 
review and adjust the operations of the 
offices of the First Congressional District 
of Pennsylva,nia. Under the provisions of 
2 U .S. C. 92 (b). (c). and <d). the Clerk is 
authorized to make such adjustments 
when other circumstances create a va
cancy. This resolution will extend that 
authority to cover the action which this 
body has just taken; adopt!on of this 
resolution will allow continued though 
limited service to constituents in the dis
trict. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

INSTALLMENT SALES REVISION ACT 
OF 1980 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H.R. 6883) to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 to revise the rules relating to cer
tain installment sales, with Senate 
amendments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Page 2, strike out all after llne 17, over 

to and including line 5 on page 3, and in
sert: 

"(2) ExcEPTioNs.-The term 'installment 
sale' does not include-

.. (A) Dealer disposition o! personal prop
erty.-A disposition o! personal property on 
the installment plan by a person who reg
ularly sells or otherwise disposes of personal 
property on the installment plan. 

"(B) Inventories of personal property.-A 
disposition of personal property of a kind 
which 1s required to be included in the in
ventory of the taxpayer 1! on hand at the 
close of the taxable year. 

Page 8, line 18, strike out "The" and in
sert. "Except for purposes of subsections (g) 
and (h), the". 

Page 9, line 4, strike out "property" and 
insert "property (whether or not payment 
of such indebtedness 1s guaranteed by an
other person)". 

Page 10, after line 15,1nsert: 
"(7) DEPRECIABLE PROPERTY.~The term 

'depreciable property' means property of a 
character which (in the hands o! the trans
feree) is subject to the allowance for de
preciation provided in section 167. 

Page 10, strike out all after line 15, over to 
and including line 17, on page 12, and in
sert: 

" (g) SALE 01' DEPRECIABLE PROPERTY TO 
SPOUSE OR 80-PERCENT OWNED ENTITY.-

" ( 1) IN GENERAL.-In the case of an in
stallment sale o! depreciable property be
tween related persons within the meaning of 
section 1239 (b) , subsection (a) shall not 
apply, and, for purposes of this title, all 
payments to be received shall be deemed re
ceived in the year of the disposition. 

"(2) ExCEPTION WHERE TAX AVOIDANCE NOT 
A PRINCIPAL PURPOSE.-Paragraph (1) shall 
not apply 1! it is established to the satis
faction of the Secretary that the disposi
tion did not have as one of its principal 
purposes the avoidance o! Federal income 
tax. 

Page 13, strike out lines 15 to 20, and 
insert: 

"(C) SPECIAL RULE WHERE OBLIGOR AND 
SHAREHOLDER ARE RELATED PER'30NS.-If the 
obligor o! any installment obligation and 
the shareholder are related persons (within 
the meaning of section 1239 (b) ) , to the ex
tent such installment obligation is attribu
table to the disposition by the corporation 
o! de:>reciab~e l:)ronerty-

"(i) subparagraph (A) shall not apply 
to such obll!!ation, and 

"(11) !or -purpos~s of this title, all pay
ments to be received by the shareholder 
shall be deemed received ln the year the 
sharehoJder receivec; the oblil?ation. 

Page 16, strilre out all after line 2, over 
to and 1ncluning line 16 on page 19. 

Page 19, line 17, strike out "(c)" and in-
sert"(b)". 

Page 22 . strilre out lines 4 t.o 23. a.nd insert: 
"(e) LIFE INSUR~NCE COMPANIES.-
" ( 1) IN GENERAL.-In the case of a dis

position of an installment obligation by any 
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person other than a life insurance company 
(as defined in section 801 (a)) to sue~ ~ 
insurance company or to a partner5hlp of 
whi:::h such an insurance company is a part
ner, no provision of this subtitle providing 
for the nonrecognition of gain shall apply 
with respect to any gain resulting under sub
section (a). If a corporation which is a life 
insurance company for the taxable year was 
(for the preveding taxable year) a corpora
tion which was n<:.t a life insurance company, 
such corporation shall, for purposes of this 
uubsection and subsection (a), be treated as 
having transferred to a life insurance com
pany, on the last day of the preceding tax
able year, all installment obligations which 
it held on such last day. A partnership of 
which a life insurance company becomes a 
partner shall, for purposes of this subsection 
and subsection (a), be treated as having 
transferred to a life insurance company, on 
the last day of the preceding taxable year of 
such partnership, all installment obligations 
which it holds at the time such insurance 
company be:::omes a partner. 

" ( 2) SPECIAL RULE WHERE LIFE INSURANCE 
COMPANY ELECTS TO TREAT INCOME AS INVEST
MENT INCOME.-Paragraph ( 1) shall not apply 
to any transfer or deemed transfer of an 
installment obligation if the life insurance 
company elects (at such time and in such 
manner as the Secretary may by regulations 
prescribe) to determine its life insurance 
company taxable income-

"(A) by returning the income on such 
installment obligation under the installment 
method prescribed in section 453, and 

"(B) 1! such income would not otherwise 
be returnable as an item referred to in sec
tion 804(b) or as long-term capital gain, 
as 1! the income on such obligations were 
income s';)ecifie::I in section 804(b). 

Page 23, strike out lines 17, 18, and 19, 
and insert: 

(2) Paragraph (8) of section 381{c) is 
amended-

(A) by striking out "has elected, under 
section 453, to report on the installment ba
sis" and inserting in lieu thereof "reports 
on the installment basis under section 453 
or 453A", and 

(B) by striking out "for purposes of sec
tion 453" 'and inserting in lieu thereof "for 
purposes of section 453 or 453A". 

(3) Subsection {d) of s~ction 481 is here
by repealed. 

Page 23, line 20, strike out "(3)" and insert 
"(4) ••. 

Page 23, line 24, strike out "(4)" and in
sert "(5) ". 

Page 24, line 11, strike out " ( 5) " and in
sert "(6) ". 

Page 27, after line 19,1nsert: 
SEC. 5. COORDINATION WITH SECTION 1239. 

Subsections (b) and {c) of section 1239 
{defining related persons) are amended to 
read as follows: 

"(b} RELATED PERSONS.-For purposes Of 
subsection (a), the term 'related persons' 
means-

.. ( 1) the taxpayer and the taxpayer's 
spouse, 

"(2) the taxpayer and an SO-percent 
owned entity, or 

"(3) two SO-percent owned entities. 
"(C) SO-PERCENT OWNED ENTITY DEFINED.
" ( 1) GENERAL RULE.-For purposes of this 

section, the term 'SO-percent owned entity' 
means-

"(A) a corporation 80 percent or more in 
value of the outstanding stock of which is 
owned (directly or indirectly) by or for the 
taxpayer, and 

"(B) a partnership 80 percent or more of 
the capital interest or profits interest in 
which is owned (directly or indirectly) by or 
for the taxpayer. 

"(2) CONSTRUCTIVE OWNERSHIP.-For pur
poses of subparagraphs (A) and (B) of para-

graph (1), the principles of section 318 shall 
apply, except that-

"(A) the members of an individual's fam
ily shall consist only of such individual and 
such individual's spouse, and 

"{B) paragraphs {2) (C) and {3) (C) of 
section 318(a) shall be applied without re
gard to the 50-percent limitation contained 
therein.". 

Page 27, line 20, strike out "5" and in
sert "6.". 

Page 27, line 21, strike out "SECTION 2.-" 
and insert "SECTIONS 2 and 5.-". 

Page 27, line 23, strike out "section 2" and 
insert "sections 2 and 5". 

Page 28, line 3, after "to" insert "first". 
Page 2S, after line 8, insert: 
{4) FOR SECTION 453A.-Sectlon 453A of the 

Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (as amended 
by section 2) shall apply to taxable years 
ending after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

Page 28, line 9, strike out "{4)" and insert 
"(5} ". 

Page 28, line 14, strike out " ( 5)" and insert 
"(6) ". 

Page 28, after line 17, insert: 
(7) SPECIAL RULE FOR APPLICATION OF 

FORMER SECTION 453 TO CERTAIN DISPOSI
TIONS.-!n the case of any disposition made 
on or before the date of the enactment of 
this Act in any taxable year ending after 
such date, the provisions of section 453(b) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as in 
effect before such dat-e, shall be applied with 
respect to such disposition without regard 
to-

( A) paragraph (2) of such section 453(b), 
and 

(B) any requirement that more than 1 
payment be received. 

Mr. ULLMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate amendments be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ore
gon? 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
will not object, but I do yield to the com
mittee chairman, the gentleman from 
Oregon <Mr. ULLMAN), to explain the 
conference. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill, H.R. 6883, 
amends the rules for reporting gains 
under the installment method. The bill 
simplifies and improves present law by 
repealing unnecessary requirements and 
clarifying other provisions. It it sup
ported by the Treasury Department, pro-
fessional organizations and farm, small 
business. and banking groups. 

H.R. 6883, as it passed the House, 
amends the rules for reporting gains 
under the installment method for sales 
of real property and casual sales of per
sonal property. The bill would: First. 
make structural improvements to these 
provisions; second, eliminate the 30-per
cent initial payment limitation; third, 
eHminate the requirement that an eligi
ble sale be for two or more payments; 
fourth, eliminate the selling price re
quirement for nondealer sales of per
sonal property; fifth, provide that in
stallment reporting automatically ap
plies to a deferred payment sale unless 
the taxpayer elects otherwise; si.xth, pre
scribe special rules for sales to certain 

related parties; seventh, provide that 
the receipt of like-kind property in con
nection with an installment sale will not 
accelerate recognition of gain; eighth, 
provide nonrecognition treatment for 
distributions of installment obligations 
received in connection with a 12-month 
corporate liquidation; ninth, permit in
stallment method reporting for sales for 
a contingent selling price; tenth, clarify 
the treatment of gift cancellations of an 
installment obligation; eleventh, clarify 
the treatment of an installment obliga
tion which is canceled at the death of 
the seller; and twelfth, permit an ex
ecutor or beneficiary to succeed the de
cedent for purposes of qualifying for 
nonrecognition treatment if real prop
erty sold by the decedent is reacquired 
in cancellation of an installment obliga
tion. 

The Senate amended the bill to: First, 
clarify and coordinate the provisions re
lating to sales of depreciable property be
tween closely related parties; second, 
clarify that a third party guarantee
including a standby letter of credit-se
curing a deferred payment sale will not 
constitute payment to the seller; third, 
eliminate any potential for double taxa
tion when a dealer changes from an ac
crual method of accounting for sales to 
the installment method of reporting; 
fourth, provide that existing special dis
position rules for transfers of installment 
obligations to a life insurance company 
will not apply if the company reports any 
remaining gain as taxable investment in
come when it receives payments on the 
obligation; and, fifth, make the repeal of 
the 30-percent initial payment and two 
or more payment requirements effective 
for transactions occurring in taxable 
years ending after the date of enactment 
rather than· for transactions occurring 
after that date. 

The Senate amendments are noncon
troversial and are generally supported by 
the Treasury Department. Mr. Speaker, 
I urge the House to approve the bill as 
amended. 

Mr. Speaker, I suggest that the gentle
man from Tennessee <Mr. DUNCAN) 
yield to the distinguished chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Select Revenue 
Measures, the gentleman from illinois 
<Mr. RosTENKOWSKI) , for a fuller ex
planation. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI). 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
the Installment Sales Revision Act has 
received a considerable amount of con
sideration at the subcommittee level. We 
held two separate hearings on this mat
ter, along with the gentleman from Ten
nessee <Mr. DuNcAN), and the legislation 
was carefully drafted to take into consid
eration all the suggestions that we re
ceived from both the Treasury Depart
ment and interested members of the tax 
community. 

This bill was overwhelmingly approved 
by the House, and I know of no objection 
to the technical refinements made by the 
Senate. 

Final approval in the House today con
cludes the first congressional effort to 
simplify the tax code. Installment sales 
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are used in a diverse number of business 
transactions, and the simplifications 
made by H.R. 6883 will eliminate traps in 
the current provision and make this 
method more widely available. 

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that this will be 
only the first of many projects to sim
plify the code that we will bring to the 
House for its consideration. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill, and 
final approval of it at this time will al
low t.ax planning to go on with some 
certainty, knowing that the improved 
rules of H.R. 6883 are now available for 
use. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, w111 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. I yield to 
tha gentleman from California. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I ap
preciat.e my colleague's yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, can my colleague, the 
gentleman from illinois <Mr. RosTEN
KOWSKI), assure us that the amendments 
made by the Senate which he has per
sonally described do not substantially 
change the tenor of what we have? 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman has the complete com
mitment of the gentleman from Tilinois 
that they do not change it. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I ap
prPciate the gentleman's comment. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
DANIELSON). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Oregon 
<Mr. ULLMAN) that further reading of 
the Senate amendments be dispensed 
with, and that they be printed in the 
RECORD? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the initial request of the 
gentleman from Oregon? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

RELATING TO TARIFF TREATMENT 
OF CERTAIN ARTICLES 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H.R. 3122) re
lating to the tariff treatment of certain 
articles, with Senate amendments there
to, and concur in the Senate amend
ments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Page 1, strike out the table after llne 9, 

and insert: 

"Other: 
470.16 Logwood _______ Free _________ Free. 
470.18 Other __________ 4% ad vaL .. 15% ad val.". 

Page 2, line 22, strike out "to which" 
and insert "described in". 

Page 2, line 23, strike out "applied". 
Page 3, strike out all after Une 16, over to 

and including line 4, on page 4. 
Page 4, line 5, strike out "4." and insert: 3. 
Page 4, line 14, strike out "5!' and i.nsert 

4. 
Page 5, llne 5, strike out "6." and insert: 

5. 
Page 5, ltne 10, strike out "6/30/81" and 

insert: "6/30/84". 

Page 5, line 18, strike out "to which" and 
insert "described in". 

Page 5, line 20, strike out "applied". 
Page 6, after line 9, insert: 

SEC. 6. PERMANENT DUTY-FREE TREATMENT 
FOR CERTAIN CARILLON BELLS. 

(a) (1) Item 725.38 of the Tariff Sched
ules of the United States (19 U.S.C. 1202, 
relating to chimes, peals, or carillons con
taining over 34 bells) is amended by strik
ing out "2.6% ad val." and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Free". 

( 2) The amendment made by paragraph 
(1) shall apply with respect to articles en
tered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption on or after the date of the en
actment of this Act. 

(b) (1) The ~cretary of the Treasury 
shall admit free of duty 47 carlllon bells 
(including all accompanying parts and ac
cessories) for the use of Wake Forest Uni
versity, Winston-Salem, North Carolina, 
such bells being provided by the Paccard 
Fonderie de Cloches, Annecy, France. 

( 2) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
admit free of duty 49 carlllon bells (in
cluding all accompanying parts and acces
sories) for the use of the University of 
Florida, Gainesvme, Florida, such bells be
ing provided by Koninkligke Eljsbouts B.V., 
Asten, The Netherlands. 

(3) If the liquidation of the entry for 
consumption of any article subject to the 
provisions of paragraph (1) or (2) has be
come final, such entry shall be reliqui
dated and the appropriate refund of duty 
shall be made, notwithstanding section 514 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1514). 
SEC. 7. EXTENSION OF DUTY-FREE ENTRY PE-

RIOD FOR TELESCOPE AND OTHER 
ARTICLES FOR USE OF THE INTER
NATIONAL TELESCOPE PROJECT IN 
HAw An. 

(a) Section 2(a) of Public Law 93-630 
(88 Stat. 2152) is amended by striking out 
"June 30, 1980" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"June 30. 1982". 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall apply with respect to articles en
tered, or withdrawn !rom warehouse, ror 
consumption on or after the date of the en
actment of this Act. 

(c) Upon request therefor filed with the 
customs officer concerned on or before the 
90th day after the date of the enactment or 
this Act, the entry or withdrawal or any ar
ticle described in section 2 or Public Law 
93-630 (88 Stat. 2152) (as in effect on June 
30, 1980), and 

(1) that was made after June 30, 1980, 
and before the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and 

(2) with respect to which there would have 
been no duty 1! the amendment made oy 
subsection (a) applied to such entry or with
drawal, 
shall, notwithstanding the provisions of sec
tion 514 of the Tariff Act o! 1930 or any 
other provision of law, be liquidated or re
liquidated as though such entry or with
drawal had been made on the date o! the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 8. SUSPENSION OF DUTY ON SYNTHETIC 

RUTILE UNTIL JUNE 30, 1982. 
(a) Item 911.25 of the Appendix to the 

Tariff Schedules of t~e United States ( 19 
U.S.C. 1202) is amended by striking out "6/ 
30/79" and inserting in lieu thereof "6/30/ 
82". 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall apply with respect to articles en
tered, or withdrawn from warehouse, ror 
consumption on or after the date of the en
actment of this Act. 

(c) Upon request therefor filed with the 
customs omcer concerned on or before the 

9oth day after the date of the enactment or 
this Act, the entry or withdrawal of any ar
ticle described in item 911.25 of the Tar1tt 
Schedules of the United States (as ln etrect 
on June 30, 1979) and-

(1) that was made after June 30, 1979, 
and before the date of the enactment o! thts 
Act, and 

(2) with respect to which there would have 
been no duty 1! the amendment made by 
subsection (a) applied to such entry or with
drawal, 
shall, notwithstanding the provisions of sec
tion 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 or any other 
provision of law, be liquidated or reliqui
dated as though such entry or withdrawal 
had been made on the date of the enactment 
or this Act. 

SEC. 9. PERMANENT DUTY·F'REE TREATMENT 
.FOR SYNTHETIC TANTALUM-CO
LUMBIAN CONCENTRATES. 

(a) Part 1 of schedule 6 of the Tar1tr 
Schedules of the United States ( 19 u.s.c. 
1202) is amended by inserting immediately 
after item 603.65 the following new item: 

"603. 67 Materials, other than the 
foregoing, which are 
synthetic tantalum-
columbium concen-
trates ________________ Free ... 30% ad val.". 

(b) Item 911.27 of the Appendix to such 
Schedules is repealed. 

(c) The amendments made by subsections 
(a) and (b) shall apply with respect to ar
ticles entered, or Withdrawn !rom warehouse, 
for consumption on or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(d) Upon request therefor filed with the 
cust01ns officer concerned on or before the 
90th day after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the entry or withdrawal of any 
article described in item 911.27 of the Tar11f 
Sc'hedules of the United States (as in effect 
on June 30, 1980) and-

(1) that was made after June 30, 1980, and 
before the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and 

(2) with respect to which there would have 
been no duty if the amendment made by 
subsection (a) applied to such entry or with
drawal. 
shall, notwithstanding the provisions of sec
tion 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 or any 
other provision of law, be liquidated or reUq
uidated as though such entry or withdrawal 
had been made on the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 
SEC. 10. TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF DUTY ON 

CERTAIN ALLOYS OF COBALT. 
(a) Subpart B of part 1 of the Appendix 

to the Tariff Schedules of the United States 
(19 U.S.C. 1202) is amended by inserting in 
numerical sequence the following new item: 

"911.90. Unwrought alloys of co-
balt containing, by 
weight, 76% or more 
but less than 99% co
balt (provided for 1n 
item 632.88, part 2K, 
schedule 6) ___________ Free. No 

change. 
On or 

before 

~~~9! 
(b) The amendment made by subsection 

(a) shall apply With respect to articles 
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption on or after the date of the en
actment of this Act. 

SEC. 11. TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF DUTY ON 
BICYLE PARTS AND ACCESSORIES. 

(a) Item 912.05 of the Appendix to the 
TarUI Schedules of the United States ( 19 
U.S.C. 1202) is amended by striking out 
"6/30/80" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"6/30/83". 

(b) Item 912.10 of the Appendix to such 
Schedules is amended-

( 1) by inserting "two-speed hubs with in-
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ternal gear-changing mechanisms," immedi
ately after "coaster brakes,"; 

{2) by striking out "rims," and inserting 
in lieu thereof "frazr..e lugs,"; 

{3) by striking out "and 732.41" and in
serting in lieu thereof "732.41 and 732.42"; 
and 

{4) by striking out "60/ 30/80" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "6/ 30/83 '.' 

{c) The amendments made by subsections 
{a) and {b) shall apply with respect to 
articles entered, or withdrawn from ware
house, for consumption on or after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

{d) Upon request therefor filed with the 
customs officer concerned on or before the 
90th day after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the entry or withdrawal of any 
article to which section 912.05 or 912.10 of 
the Tariff Schedules of the United States {as 
amended by subsection {b)) would have ap
plied if this Act had been enacted before 
July 1, 1980, and-

{1) that was made after June 30, 1980, and 
before the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and 

{2) with respect to which there would 
have been no duty if the amendments made 
by subsections {a) and {b) applied to such 
entry or withdrawal, 
shall, notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 or any 
other provision of law, be liquidated or re
llquidated as though such entry or with
drawal had been made on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 12. RETROACTIVE DUTY-FREE TREATMENT 

FOR MANGANESE ORE AND RELATED 
PRODUCTS. 

Upon request therefor filed with the cus
toms officer concerned on or before the 90th 
day after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the entry or withdrawal of manganese 
ore, including ferruginous manganese ore, 
and manganiferous iron ore, all the forego
ing containing over 10 percent by weight of 
manganese (provided for in item 601.27 of 
the Tariff SChedules of the United States)-

{ 1) that was made after June 30, 1979, 
and before January 1, 1980, and 

(2) with respect to which there would 
have been no duty if the entry or withdrawal 
had been made on or after Janury 1, 1980. 
shall, notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 or any 
other provision of law, be llquidated or re
llquidated as though such entry or with
drawal had been made on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 13. DEFINITION OF RUBBER FOR PuRPOSES 

OF THE TARIFF SCHEDULES. 
{a) Headnote 2 to subpart B of part 4 of 

schedule 4 of the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States (19 U.S.C. 1202) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"2. (a) For the purposes of the tariff 
schedules, the term 'rubber' means any sub
stance, whether natural or synthetic, in bale, 
crumb, powder, latex, or other crude form, 
that-

"{i) can be vulcanized or otherwise cross
linked, and 

" ( 11 ) after cross-linking, can be stretched 
at 68• F. to at least three times its original 
length and that, after having been stretched 
to twice its original length and the stress 
removed, returns within 5 minut es to less 
than 150 percent of its original length. 

"(b) For purposes of the tariff schedules 
other than schedule 4 , the term 'rubber' also 
means any substance described in subdivi
sion (a ) that also contains fillers, extenders, 
pigments, or rubber-processing chemicals, 
whether or not such substance, after the 
addition of such fillers , ext enders, pigments, 
or chemicals, can meet the tests specified 1n 
clauses (i) and (11) of subdivision (a).". 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 

(a) shall apply with respect to articles 
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, on 
or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 14. MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO THE 

TRADE AGREEMENTS ACT OF 1979. 
{a) The Trade Agreements Act of 1979 

(Public Law 96-39, 93 Stat. 144-317) is 
amended as follows: 

{1) Paragraph {8) of section 510 is 
amended by striking out "item 719.-" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "items 717.-, 
718.-, and 719.-". 

{2) The rate of duty column in section 
514{a) is amended-

{A) by striking out "1·% ad val." opposite 
each of items 607.01, 607.02, 607.03, and 
607.04 and inserting in lieu thereof "Addi
tional duty of 1% ad val."; and 

(B) by striking out "0.5% ad val.+addl
tional duties" opposite item 607.21 and in
serting in lieu thereof "1% ad val.+addl
tional duties'·. 

(3) Subsection {a) of section 601 is 
amended-

(A) by inserting immediately after "such 
articles" in paragraph {2) the following: 
"{other than flight simulating machine.3 
classified in item 678.50 and civil aircraft 
classified in item 694.15, 694.20, o·r 694.40) "; 
and 

{B) by amending paragraph {3) to read 
as follows : 

"(3) Section 466 of the Taritf Act of 1930 
{19 U.S .C. 1466) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new sub:>ec
tion: 

" '{f) CIVIL AIRCRAFT EXCEPTION.-The duty 
imposed under subsection {a-) shall not 
apply to the cost of equipments, or any part 
thereof, purchased, of repair parts or ma
terials used, or of repairs made in a foreign 
country with respect to a United States civil 
aircraft, within the meaning of headnote 3 
to schedule 6, part 6, subpart C of the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States.'". 

(b ) The amendment made by paragraphs 
{1) and (2) of subsection (a) shall apply 
with respect to articles entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse, for consumption on or after 
January 1, 1980. The amendment made by 
paragraph {3) of subsection (a) shall apply 
with respect to entries made under section 
466 of the Tariff Act of 1930 on or after 
January 1, 1980. 
SEC. 15. DUTY-FREE ENTRY OF TILES FOR CHI

NESE CULTURAL CENTER, PHILA
DELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA. 

(a) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
admit free of duty the number of tiles (pro
vided for in article 532.31 of the Tariff Sched
ules of the United States) purchased by 1/he 
Chinese Cultural and Community Center, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, for the renova
tion of the roof of the center, such tiles 
being purchased from the China National 
Arts and Crafts Import and E~port Corpora
tion. 

(b) If the liquidation of the ent ry for 
consumpt ion of any article subject to the 
provisions of subsection (a) has become final , 
such entry shall be reliquidat ed and the 
appropriate refund of duty shall be made 
not wit hst anding section 514 of t he Tariff 
Act of 1930 (19 U.S .C. 1514). 
SEC. 16. FIELD GLASSES AND BINOCULARS. 

{a) ( 1) Item 768.51 is amended by s t riking 
out "7.9 % ad val." in rate column numbered 
1 and inserting in lieu thereof "Free" , and 
by striking out "3.4 % ad val.' ' in the LDDC 
rat e column. 

(2) Item 708.52 is amended by st riking out 
"18.5 % ad val." in rat e column numbered 1 
and insert ing in lieu thereof "Free", and by 
striking out "8 % ad val." in the LDDC rat e 
column. 

(b) The amendments made by subsection 

(a) shall apply with respect to articles en
tered or withdrawn from warehouse, for con
sumption on or after the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 17. SUSPENSION DUTY ON CRUDE FEATH

ERS AND DOWNS UNTIL JULY 1, 
1984. 

{a) Items 903.70 and 903.80 of the Appen
dix to the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States {19 U.S.C. 1202) are each amended by 
striking out "on or before 6/ 30/ 79" and in
serting 1n lieu thereof "on or before 6/ 30/ 84". 

{b) { 1) The amendments made by sub
section {a) shall apply to articles entered, 
or withdrawn from warehouse, for consump
tion on or after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) Upon request therefor filed with the 
customs officer concerned on or before the 
90th day after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the entry or withdrawal of any 
article described 1n item 903.70 or 903.80 
of the Tariff Schedules of the United States 
{as in effect on June 30, 1979) and-

( A) that was made after June 30, 1979, and 
before the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and 

{B) with respect to which there would 
have been no duty if any of the amendments 
made by subsection {a) applied to such entry 
or withdrawal, 
shall, notwithstanding the provisions of sec
tion 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 or any other 
provision of law, be liquidated or rellq
uidated as though such entry or withdrawal 
had been made on the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 18. DUTY-FREE ENTRY OF ORGAN FOR 

OHIO WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY. 
(a) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 

admit free of duty one organ {including all 
accompanying parts and accessories) for the 
use of Ohio Wesleyan University, Delaware, 
Ohio, such organ being provided by Johannes 
Klais Orgelbau K.G., Bonn, Federal Republic 
of Germany. 

{b) If the liquidation of the entry for con
sumption of any article subject to the pro
visions of subsection (a) has become final, 
such entry shall be reliquidated and the ap
propriate refund of duty shall be made, not
withstanding section 514 of the Tariff Acto! 
1930 (19 u.s.c. 1514). 
SEC. 19. DUTY-FREE ENTRY OF ORGAN COMPO

NENTS FOR ST. PAUL'S EPISCOPAL 
CHURCH, RIVERSIDE, CONNECTICUT. 

{a) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
a.dm.1t free of duty the components of the 
tracker pipe organ which were bullt {pur
suant to contract with Gerhard Hradetzky 
of Austria) for St. Paul's Episcopal Church, 
Riverside, Connecticut, and which entered at 
New York, New York, on January 19, 1979 
{entry number 266710). 

{b) If the liquidation of the entry for 
consumption of any article subject to the 
provisions of subsection {a) has become final, 
such entry shall be reliqu1d8ited and the ap
propriate refund of duty shall be made, not
wibhsta.n.dlng section 514 of the Tariff Act of 
1930. 
SEC. 20. CoLD FINISH STEEL BARS. 

{a) Headnote {3) (i) to subpart B of part 2 
of schedule 6 of the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States { 19 U.S.C. 1202) is amended 
by striklng out "or cut to length" each place 
it appears therein. 

{b) Item 606.88 in subpart B of part 2 of 
schedule 6 of such Tariff Schedules is amend
ed by striking out "8.5 % ad val.'' 1n rate 
column numbered 1 and inserting "7.5% 
ad val." in lieu thereof. 

(c) Subpart B of part 1 of the Appendix 
to such Tariff Schedules is amended by in
serting, in numerical sequence, the following 
new item: 



28982 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 2, 1980 
"911.45. Fini~hed, drawn pro~ucts 

of any cross-sectional 
confiauration, not over 
0.703 inch in maximum 
cross-sectional dimen
sion and containin~ not 
over 0.25 percent by 
weight of carbon (pro
vided for in item 
606.88, part 2B, sched- N 
ule 6) •• •.. .... .. •.... 5~d chaonge. 

val. 

On or 
before 
12/31/ 
81". 

(d) The amendments made by subsections 
(a), (b), and (c) shall apply with respect 
to articles entered, or withdrawn from ware
house, for consumption on and after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 21. CLARIFICATION OF APPLICATION OF 

CUSTOMS LAws TO DEEPWATER 
PORTS. 

Section 644 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
u .s.c. 1644) is amended-

(1) by inserting "; application of custom 
laws to deepwater port act of 1974" in the 
caption thereof immediately after "1926", 

(2) by inserting "(a)" before the first 
word of the text thereof, and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(b) For purposes of section 19(d) of the 
Deepwater Port Act of 1974 (33 U.S.C. 1501 et 
seq.) , the term 'customs laws administered 
by tJhe Secretary of the Treasury' shall mean 
this Act and any other provisions of law 
classified to title 19, United States Code.". 

Mr. ULLMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate amendments be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Oregon? 

There is no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the initial request of the 
gentleman from Oregon? 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object to the first re
quest, I do so to yield to the distil_l
guished committee chairman to explam 
the bill. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, may I 
ask the gentleman if he will yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio <Mr. VANIK)? 

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the distin
guished chairman of the subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. VANIK). 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3122. as amended 
by the Senate, is an omnibus tariff bill 
which contains provisions of bills passed 
by the House last year: namely H.R. 
3122, 1319, 2297, 2492, 3317, 3755, 4309, 
and 5441, plus sections 105 and 301 uf 
another omnibus tariff bill, H.R. 5047, 
passed by the House this session. H.R. 
3122, as amended by the Senate, con
tains 20 provisions to suspend duties or 
to continue existing duty suspensions 
for temporary periods or to provide 
permanent duty-free treatment on ex
ports of soecific products, provides duty
free treatment on specific entries of cer
tain articles, amends the classification 
of certain items in the U.S. tariff sched
ules, and contains technical amend
ments to the Trade Agreements Act of 
1979. 

In addition, the Senate amended the 
bill to add a provision achieving the 
same purpose as section 2 of H.R. 6864, 
an authorization bill for administration 

of the Deepwater Port Act of 1974 passed 
by the House on August 25, but which 
has not been acted upon by the Senate. 
That provision and section 21 of H.R. 
3122, as amended clarify the navigation 
laws in title 19 of the United States Code 
such as vessel entry laws, do not apply 
to deepwater ports, consistent with con
gressional intent in passing the Deep
water Port Act but not clea.r in the 
language of the law. 

Mr. Speaker, the House passed t~;te 
substance of the provisions contained In 
Senate-amended H.R. 3122 by voice vote. 
The bill will relieve many domestic in
terests from the burden of having to 
pay duties on certain imported articles 
for which there is no domestic produc
t :on, or for which domestic supply is 
insufilcient or unsuitable for the pur
pose, thereby reducing costs to con
sumers and improving the competitive 
position of U.S. industries. In consider
ing the provisions of H.R. 3122, as 
amended, the Committee on Ways and 
Means and the Senate Finance Commit
tee were satisfied that domestic interests 
would not be adversely affected 

0 1500 
Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, further 

reserving the right to object, the bill is 
as the chairman has described. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Maryland. 

Mr. BAUMAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to address a 
question to the gentleman from Ohio 
or the gentleman from Oregon. 

A few years ago we had a similar re
quest made at the end of the session. 
I bring this up every year at this time, 
because this seems to be the time when 
these kinds of bills are brought up. I 
asked whether there was anything in it 
that was untoward or special or could 
cause problems, and I was told no by 
the gentleman from Oregon. Jt turned 
out to be the pincushion bill which 
granted special status to the Republican 
and Democratic Parties for taxes and 
postage, or some damn thing like that
pardon my expression-and it wound up 
months later on the front pages of all 
the papers that Congress had enacted 
themselves and their parties this special 
benefit. 

Now, I ask the gentleman, in good 
faith: Is there anything of this nature 
in this bill? 

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio (Mr. VANIK). 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I would say 
to the gentleman that w~ have carefully 
examined the provisions of the Senate, 
the proposal before us. We find no rea
son to believe that there is anything 
that would cause any embarrassment to 
the House. We are satisfied that the pro
posals by the other body are consistent 
with the proposals that left the House. 

Mr. BAUMAN. I thank the gentleman 
for his assurance. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, I yield to 
the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
CONABLE). 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to say that I support this measure. 
It is an omnibus bill bringing in a very 
large number of very small matters 
which are more for the convenience of 
the Members than any possible source 
of embarrassment. If there were to have 
been any serious controversy in any of 
these measures or procedures as such, 
it would have been screened out long 
before it an·ived at thi5 point. 

Let me say also, Mr. Speaker, that 
I . am pleased-although I was unable 
to be here to participate-that we have 
already dealt with the installment sales 
bill, the resolution of which was entirely 
appropriate. 

Mr. FRE.i.~ZEL. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

CONGRESSIONAL REPORTS ELIMI
NATION ACT OF 1980 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H.R. 6686) to 
discontinue or amend certain require
ments for agency reports to Congress, 
with Senate amendments thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Page 2, strike out lines 22 and 23. 
Page 2, line 24, strike out "(e)" and 

insert " (d)". 
Page 3, line 1, strike out "(f)" and insert 

"(e)". 
Page 3, Une 3, strike out "(g)" and insert 

"(f)". 
Page 3, strike out lines 8 to 11, inclusive. 
Page 3, strike out llnes 13 to 17, inclusive. 
Page 3, line 18, strike out "(c)" and insert 

"SEC. 103. (a)". 
Page 3, strike out lines 20 to 25, inclusive. 
Page 4, llne 1, strike out "(e)" and insert 

"(b)". 
Page 4, strike out lines 9 to 12, inclusive. 
Page 4, line 13, strike out "(c)" and insert 

"(b)". 
Page 4, line 16, strike out "(d)" and in

sert "(c)". 
Page 4, strike out all after Une 21 over to 

and including 11ne 2 on page 5. 
Page 5, Une 3, strike out "(c)" and in-

sert "SEc. 105". 
Page 5, strike out Unes 6 to 17, inclusive. 
Page 6, strike out lines 1 to 7, inclusive. 
Page 6, ltne 8, strike out "(f)" and insert 

"(d)". 
Page 6, strike out Unes 10 to 16, inclusive. 
Page 6, Une 17, strike out "(j)" and insert 

"(e)". 
Page 6, strike out Unes 20 to 22, inclusive. 
Page 6, line 23, strike out "(1)" and insert 

"(f)". 
Page 7, strike out Unes 1 to 15, inclusive. 
Page 7, strike out lines 22 to 24, inclusive. 
Page 8, line 1, strike out "(c)" and insert 

"(b)". 
Page 8, line 8, strike out "(d)" and insert 

"(c)". 
Page 12, strike out lines 1 to 6, inclusive. 
Page 12, line 8, strike out "114." and insert 

"113.". 
Page 12, line 13, strike out "115." and In

sert "114.". 
Page 12. line 17, strike out "116." and in

sert "115.". 
Page 13, llne 2, strike out "117." and in

sert "116.". 
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Page 13, line 10, strike out "118." and in
sert "117.". 

Page 13, line 15, strike out "119." and in-
sert "118.". 

Page 14, line 2, strike out "120." and in-
sert "119.". 

Page 14, line 6, strike out "121." and insert 
"120.". 

Page 14, line 15, strike out "122." and in-
sert "121.". 

Page 14, strike out lines 19 to 22, inclusive. 
Page 15, strike out lines 2 to 6, inclusive. 
Page 15, strike out lines 8 to 14, inclusive. 
Page 18, line 8, strike out "203." and in-

sert "202.". 
Page 19, line 8, strike out "204." and insert 

"203.". 
Page 20, strike out lines 7 to 18, inclusive. 
Page 20, line 19, strike out "(e)" and insert 

"(c)". 
Page 21, line 3, strike out "(f)" and insert 

"(d)". 
Page 21, line 19, strike out "(g)" and insert 

"(e)". 
Page 22, Une 11, strike out "(h)" and insert 

"(f)". 
Page 23, strike out lines 1 to 10, inclusive. 
Page 23, line 11, strike out "(j)" and insert 

"(g)". 
Page 23, llne 18, strike out "(k)" and insert 

"(h)". 
Page 23, strike out all after line 23 over to 

and including Une 6 on page 24. 
Page 24, strike out lines 9 to 20, inclusive. 
Page 24,line 21, strike out "(c)" and insert 

"SEC. 204.". 
Page 25, line 3, strike out "206." and insert 

"205.". 
Page 25, line 15, strike out "207." and insert 

"206.". 
Page 27, line 4, strike out "208." and insert 

"207.". 
Page 27, line 11, strike out "209. (a)" and 

insert "208.". 
Page 27, strike out all after line 17, over 

to and including line 6 on page 28. 
Page 28, line 8, strike out "210." and insert 

"209.". 
Page 29, strike out llnes 10 to 15, inclusive. 
Page 29, line 16, strike out "(g)" and insert 

.. (f)". 
Page 30, line 3, strike out "211." and insert 

"210.". 
Page 30, line 8, strike out "212." and insert 

"211.". 
Page 30, line 21, strike out "213." and insert 

"212.". 
Page 31, strike out lines 12 to 18, inclusive. 
Page 31, line 21, strike out "215." and insert 

"213.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Texas? 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I yield to the gentle
man from Texas (Mr. BROOKS) for the 
purpose of explaining what these Sen
ate amendments do. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to my distinguished friend that this 
bill as passed by the House eliminated 
79 reports and modified 52 reports pres
ently required by law to be submitted to 
the Congress. 

The Senate has removed other speci
fied reports that were indicated to be 
vital to their co:nur.ittees, leaving a total 
of 95 reports either eliminated or modi
fied. And this number represents a con
siderable amount of staff time to be 
~vailable for work on more priority 
1tems. 

Most of the information contained in 
the reports affected by this bill will still 
be available on an ad hoc basis. The 
Senate action and the amendments do 

CXXVI--182'3--<Pa.rt 22 

not substantially affect the House-passed 
bill. 

Mr. HORTON. I thank the gentleman. 
As one who is always looking for ways 

to reduce unnecessary Federal paper
work, I want to register my support for 
this conference report on H.R. 6686, the 
Congressional Reports Elimination Act 
of 1980. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Texas? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, can the gen
tleman from Texas assure us that there 
is nothing highly unusual in this par
ticular report, or something of which we 
are not aware other than maybe what 
has been mentioned? 

Mr. BROOKS. If the gentleman will 
yield, I will say to my distinguished and 
able friend, the gentleman from Califor
nia, that the only thing unusual about 
this legislation is that it will save the 
Government a little money. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. How much? 
Mr. BROOKS. I do not know how 

much. It will cut out some unnecessary 
reports. I think that the gentleman 
would support it wholeheartedly, in fol
lowing with his own policy of recom
mending that kind of change. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Further reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, there 
is no doubt that we support that concept, 
that idea. That is fine. I was merely ask
ing the question because so many times 
conference reports come back with all 
kinds of interesting additions or little 
items that nobody suspected, especially 
when we do it under unanimous con
sent. 

Now, the gentleman can assure us that 
there is nothing new or unusual in this 
conference that has been added by the 
other body? 

Mr. BROOKS. I think the bill is just 
as clean as you can get it. We will bet 
on that. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, after 
that heavy assurance, I will withdraw my 
resel"Valtion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

COMMENDING ELMER B. STAATS, 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 
UNITED STATES 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I send to 
t.he de3k a resolution <H. Res. 805) to 
commend Elmer B. Staats, Comptroller 
General of the United States, on the 
occasion of the conclusion of his dis
tinguished career of Federal service, and 
ask unantmous consent for its immedi
ate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Texas? 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving 

the right to object, and I will not object, 
I take this opportunity to yield to the 
gentleman from Texas <Mr. BRooKs) so 
that he can explain the resolution. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I offer, 
with pleasure, a House resolution honor
ing Comptoller General Elmer B. Staats 
for his long years of dedicated service 
to the Congress and the country. 

The resolution, which is cosponsored 
by Congressman FRANK HoRTON, ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Government Operations, calls attention 
to the many achievements and contribu
tions of Comptroller General Staats 
during his tenure in office, which have 
resulted in substantial improvement in 
the management of Federal programs 
and congressional oversight of those 
pro!p"ams. 

The occasion for the resolution is the 
impending retirement of Mr. Staats as 
his 15-year term as Comptroller General 
comes to an end. Previous to that service 
he held the position of Deputy Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget under four 
presidents. 

It has been a distinguished, notable 
career and it is fitting that Congress 
should recognize it. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman and I join him in this 
bipartisan tribute to Mr. Staats. It is 
appropriate that we commemorate his 
retirement and call attention to his 
lengthy dedication to the principles of 
government economy and efficiency. 

I have had the privilege of working 
closely with General Staats. From that 
productive association-and from my 
service with him on the Procurement 
Commission and the Commission on 
Federal Paperwork-! can assure this 
House that I know of no more dedicated 
public servant . 

I am proud to sponsor this resolution, 
and I withdraw my reservation of ob
jection. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object-and I shall not 
object-! would like to associate myself 
with the remarks of our previous col
leagues concerning our Comptroller Gen
eral. Surely we had no finer public 
servant. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol

lows: 
H . REs. 805 

Whereas the Congress and the Nation wish 
to recognize the dedicated service of Elmer B. 
Staats as Comptroller General of the United 
States since 1966, during which time he has 
exhibited selfless devotion to the objective of 
maklng the General Accounting omce, an 
arm of the legislative branch of Government, 
a valuable asset to the Congress: 

Whereas the Congress and the Nation wish 
to express their appreciation for the service 
of Elmer B. Staats prior to 1966 as Deputy 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget under 
four Presidents, during which time he con
sistently applied himself in innumerable 
ways to the objective of improvlng the effi
ciency and effectiveness of governmental pro
grams and activities; and 

Wbereas the Congress and the Nation note 
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with praise the lifelong contributions of 
comptroller General Staats to the cause of 
strengthening the profession of public ad
ministration and the spirit of public service: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa
tives hereby commends The Honorable El
mer B. Staats, Fifth Comptroller General of 
the United States, for his long and distin
guished public career and for his immense 
contributions to the goals of improved man
o.gement of Federal programs and activities 
~~ond strengthened congressional oversight. 

SEc. 2. A copy of this resolution shall be 
transmitted to the distinguished Comptroller 
General of the United States, Elmer B. 
Staats. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS TO 
HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT, OCTOBER 
17, 1980, TO FILE SUNDRY OVER
SIGHT REPORTS 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Government Operations may have 
until midnight, October 17, 1980, to file 
sundry oversight reports. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM
MERCE TO HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT 
OCTOBER 8, 1980, TO FILE REPORT 
ONH.R. 4178 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
may have until midnight, October 8, 
1980, to file a report on H.R. 4178. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1482, 
CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PRO
CEDURES ACT 
Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the Senate bill 
<S. 1482) to provide certain pretrial, trial 
and appellate. procedures for criminal 
cases involving classified information, 
and ask unanimous consent that the 
statement of the managers be read in 
lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
<For conference report and statement, 

see proceedings of the House of Septem
ber 30, 1980.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the statement be considered as read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from Kentucky <Mr. MAZZOLI) 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. Mc
CLORY) will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky <Mr. MAZZOLI). 

0 1510 
Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I would like to make mention on page 

1 of the conference report there is a typo
graphical error, section 1 (a) of which de
fining unclassified information should be 
defining classified information. 

Mr. Speaker, this important legislation 
responds to a phenomenon currently 
threatening both the fair administration 
of justice and the effective operation of 
our intelligence services. 

The phenomenon has come to be called 
"graymail." Graymail occurs when the 
Government is prevented from initiating 
a prosecution or is forced to dismiss a 
pending prosecution because of its fear 
that the defendant will disclose or cause 
the disclosure of classified information 
during trial. 

The phenomenon is not limited toes
pionage prosecutions. Graymail can also 
occur-indeed, it has occurred-in nar
cotics and murder trials, as well as in 
cases involving the prosecution of Gov
ernment officials and businessmen. In 
its worst extent, graymail appears when 
a defendant threatens to disclose any or 
all classified information in his posses
sion, whether or not it is related to the 
issues of the case. 

Graymail may also mean nothing 
more than that a defendant is exercis
ing his legitimate rights to defend him
self through the use of relevant and 
admissible classified information. 

In either instance, however, the re
sult may be the same: A criminal case 
is terminated prematurely, justice is not 
done, and public confidence in our pros
ecutional authorities is lessened. 

This legislation is intended to insure 
that classified information which bears 
no possible relationship to the issues in 
a criminal trial is not disclosed. It is 
also intended to insure that classified 
information that is relevant to the de
fendant's case will be identified prior 
to trial, before it is publicly revealed, so 
that the Government can make an in
formed decision in determining whether 
or not the benefits of prosecution will 
outweigh the harm stemming from pub
lic disclosure of such information. 

The heart of the bill is its requirement 
that a criminal defendant notify the 
court and the Government before trial 
of any intention to disclose or cause the 
disclosure of classified information dur
ing trial. The Government may then ob
tain, prior to trial and in camera a rul
ing on the relevance or admissibility of 
the information and may 'take an in
terlocutory appeal from an adverse deci
sion. It is to be emphasized that the bill 
does not alter the existing standards for 
determining relevance or admissibility. 

In some instances, if the cour't makes 
the specific determination that to do so 
would provide the defendant with sub
stantially the same ability to make his 

defense, the court may order that a 
specific item of classified information 
be replaced by a summary thereof or a 
stipulation to the facts such information 
tends to prove. The bill also requires the 
Government to provide the defendant 
with pretrial notice of the evidence it in
tends to use to rebut the information 
furnished in advance by the defendant. 

Mr. Speaker, the legisiation was re
ported unanimously by the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence and 
the Committee on the Judiciary. It 
passed the House on the Suspension 
Calendar. 

A substantially similar bill cleared the 
other body in the same expeditious and 
bipartisan fashion. 

The conference committee swiftly 
resolved the differences between the ver
sions of the two Houses. The only two 
major issues of substance in the con
ference, which involved issues of special 
concern to the Intelligence Committee 
and the Judiciary Committee, concerned 
the standard for alternative disclosure of 
classified information ruled admissible 
and the proper time to permit the Gov
ernment to explain why the particular 
classified information at issue was so 
sensitive. 

The conferees adopted the House pro
visions on both of these issues, and on 
most other issues as well. In those areas 
where Senate provisions were adopted, 
the result has been to add clarity and 
conciseness to the legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report is 
true to the House-passed measure in both 
spirit and substance. It is good legisla
tion that provides an effective solution 
to the graymail problem without 1m
pinging in any manner on the rights of 
criminal defendants. 

I urge its adoption. 
Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise to support 

the conference report to S. 1482, 
the Classified Information Criminal 
Trial Procedures Act. Mr. Speaker, the 
primary thrust of the bill which was 
adopted by the House last week has been 
retained and strengthened through the 
efforts of the conferees. 

This legislation, when enacted, will 
provide the means by which criminal 
prosecutions may be brought to trial 
without risk of "graymail"-that is, the 
potential of unauthorized disclosure of 
classified information thereby threaten
ing our national security. The legislation 
provides the best solution to a serious 
problem-furthering the interest of the 
Government in prosecuting wrongdoers 
while fully taking into account the rights 
of the e.ccused. 

It is my sincere hope that criminal 
prosecutions-especially in the areas of 
espionage and leaks of classified in
formation-will now go forward on their 
individual merits without fear of gray
mail. 

In closing, I would like to make note 
of the diligent efforts of the staff of the 
committee and, especially of the Sub
committee on Legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the 
conference report. 
• Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I rise 1n 
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strong support of the conference report. 
It preserves all the essential features of 
the House bill. It is an excellent statute 
and will make a significant contribution 
to the resolution of criminal cases which 
otherwise might never come to trial. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to compliment 
the gentleman from Kentucky <Mr. 
MAZZOLI) for his stalwart work on this 
measure. It bears his stamp as it does 
that of the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
McCLoRY) and its original sponsor, Mr. 
MuRPHY of illinois. I also wish to praise 
the contribution of the gentleman from 
California <Mr. EDWARDS) and the gen
tleman from illinois <Mr. HYDE), from 
the Judiciary Committee. Lastly I wish 
to laud the superior staff work which 
rendered a number of relatively complex 
concerns into needed statutorY form.e 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
o! my time. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I move 
the previous question on the conference 
report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The conference r.eport was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which 
to revise and extend their remarks on 
the conference report just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

REQUEST TO CONSIDER H.R. 3765, 
WALNUT MARKETING AND PRO
MOTION ACT OF 1980 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to take from the Speaker's 
table the bill <H.R. 3765) to provide that 
marketing orders issued by the Secre
tary of Agriculture under the Agricul
tural Marketing Agreement Act respect
ing walnuts may provide for any fonn of 
marketing promotion including paid ad
vertising, and that marketing orders 
respecting walnuts and olives may pro
vide for crediting certain direct expendi
tures of handlers for promotion of such 
commodities, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gentle
man from Washington? 

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec

tion is heard. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause, a.nd 

insert: That this Act ma.y be cited a.s the 
"Agricultural Act of 1980". 

TITLE I-WALNUT AND OLIVE MARKET
ING ORDERS 

SEc. 101. Section 8c(6} (I} of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c(6) (I)), 
as reenacted and amended by the Agricul
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, is 
amended-

(1) by inserting "walnuts," before "or 
tomatoes"; and 

(2) by inserting "walnuts, olives," before 
"and Florida Indian River grapefruit". 

TITLE II-AGR:::CULTURAL TRADE SUS
PENSION ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1980 

SHORT TITLE 

SEc. 201. This title ma.y be cited as the 
"Agricultural Trade Suspension Adjustment 
Act of 1980". 

1981 CROPS OF FEED GRAINS, WHEAT, AND 

SOYBEANS 

SEc. 202. (a.) (1} Section 105A(a) of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by (A) 
striking out the comma after "$2.00 per 
bushel", and (B) striking out "through 1981 
crops of corn." a.nd inserting in lieu thereof 
"through 1980 crops of corn. and not less 
than $2.25 per bushel for the 1981 crop of 
corn,". 

(2} Section 105A(f} (1) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 is amended by striking out "No
vember 15" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"November 1". 

(b) Section 107A(a) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 is amended by striking out 
"through 1981 crops of wheat," and inserting 
in lieu thereof "through 19"80 crops of wheat, 
and not less than $3.00 per bushel for the 
1981 crop of wheat,". 

(c) Section 201(e) of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 is amended by inserting the folloW'lng 
before the period at the end thereof: ": Pro
vided further, That the 1981 crop of soybeans 
shall be supported through loans and pur
chases a.t not less than $5.02 per bushel". 

ADJUSTED PRICE SUPPORT LOAN LEVELS UNDER 
THE FARMER-HELD RESERVE PROGRAM FOR THE 
1980 AND 1981 CROPS OF WHEAT AND FEED 
GRAINS 

SEc. 203. (a) Section llO(b) of the Agri
cultural Act of 1949 is amended by-

( 1) inserting tJhe following before the pe
riod a.t the end of the first sentence: ": Pro
vided, That the Secretary shall make avail
able to pro.:iucers for the 1980 and 1981 crops 
of wheat and feed grains price support loans 
under the prcducer storage program at such 
levels as the Secretary determines necessary 
to mitigate the adverse effects of the restric
tions on the export of agricultural products 
to the Union of SOviet Socialist Republics 
imposed on January 4, 1980, on the market 
prices producers receive for their crops, but 
a.t not less than $3.30 per bushel for wheat, 
$2.40 per bushel for corn, and suCfh levels for 
the other feed grains a.s the Secretary deter
mines a.re fair and reasonable in relation to 
the minimum level for corn., taking into con
sideration, for barley, oats, and rye, the feed
ing value of the commodity in relation to 
corn and other factors specifiej in section 
401 (b) of this Act and, for grain scrgh ums, 
the feeding value and average transportation 
costs to market of grain sorghums in rela
tion to corn: Provided further. That the levels 
at which loans for the 1980 and 1981 crops of 
wheat and feed grains are ma.de available to 
producers under the preceding proviso slha.ll 
not be used in determining the levels at 
which producers may repay loans and redeem 
commo:lities prior to the maturity dates of 
the loans under claus~ (5) of the seco:-~d sen
tence of this subsection, or the levels at 
which the Secretary may call for the repay
ment of loans prior to their maturity dates 
under clause (6) of the second sentence of 
this subsection"; and 

(2) in clause (3) of the second sentence 
after "except that the Secretary may waive 
or adjust such interest", inserting a comma 
and tJhe following: "and the Eecretary shall 
waive such interest on loans made on the 
1980 and 1981 crops of wheat and feed 
grains". 

(b) Subsection (a) of this seotion shall 
become effective October 1, 1980, and any 
producers who, prior to such date, receive 
loans on the 1980 crop of the commodity as 

computed under the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
as amended prior to the ena.ctmen t of this 
Act, may elect alter September 30, 1980, to re
ceive loans as authorized under subsection 
(a) of this section. 

ADJUSTMENT OF THE RELEASE AND CALL LEVELS 
UNDER THE FARMER-HELD RESERVE PROGRAM 

SEc. 204. Section 110 (b) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 is amended by amending clauses 
(5) and (6) of the second sentence to read 
as follows: " ( 5) conditions designed to in
duce producers to redeem and market the 
wheat or feed grains securing such loans 
without regard to the maturity dates thereof 
whenever the Secretary determines that the 
market price for the commodity has attained 
e. specified level, as determined by the Secre
tary; and (6) conditions prescribed by the 
Secretary under which the Secretary may re
quire producers to repay such loans, plus 
accrued interest thereon, refund amounts 
paid for storage, and pay such additional 
interest and other charges as may be re
quired by regulation, whenever the Secre
tary determines that the market price for 
the commodity is not less than such appro
priate level, as determined by the Secretary." 

MINIMUM LEVELS AT WHICH THE COMMODITY 
CREDIT CORPORATION MAY SELL STOCKS OF 

WHEAT AND FEED GRAINS 

SEc. 205. Section UO(e) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 is amended by-

(1) after "Notwithstanding any other pro
vision o! law,", inserting "except as other
wise provided under section 302 of the Food 
Security Wheat Reserve Act of 1980 and sec
tion 208 of the Agricultural Trade Suspen
sion Adjustment Act of 1980,"; 

(2) striking out "150 per centum of the 
then current level of price support for such 
commodity" a.nd inserting in lieu thereof 
"105 per centum of the then current level 
at which the Secret-ary may call for repay
ment of producer storage loans on the com
modity prior to the maturity dates of the 
loans, as determined under clause (6) of the 
second sentence of subsection (b) of this 
section"; and 

(3) amending clause (3) to read as follows: 
" ( 3) sales of corn for use in the production 

of alcohol for motor fuel at fac111ties that
"(A) begin operation after January 4, 1980, 

and 
"(B) whenever supplies of corn are not 

readily a.va.lla.ble, can produce alcohol from 
agricultural or forestry biomass feedstocks 
other than corn, 
when sold at not less than the price a.t which 
producers may repay producer storage loans 
and redeem corn prior to the maturity dates 
of loans, as determined under clause (5) of 
the second sentence of subsection (b) of this 
section, or, whenever the fuel conversion 
price (as defined in section 212 of the Agri
cultural Trade Suspension Adjustment Act of 
1980) for corn exceeds such price, at not less 
than the fuel conversion price.". 

AUTHORITY TO USE THE FUNDS, FACILITIES, AND 
AUTHORITIES OF THE COMMODITY CREDIT 
CORPORATION TO PURCHASE AGRICULTURAL 
PRODUCTS INTENDED TO BE EXPORTED TO THE 

SOVIET UNION 

SEc. 206. Notwithstanding a.ny other pro
vision of law, the Secretary of Agriculture 
may use, subject to such terms a.nd condi
tions as the Secretary ma.y deem appropriate, 
the funds, facilities, and authorities of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation in purchas
ing and handling agricultural products, other 
than grains, that-

(!) were intended to be exported to the 
Union of Soviet SOcialist Republics under 
contracts entered into prior to January 5, 
1980, but 

(2) cannot be exported under such con
tracts due to the imposition, on January 4, 
1980, of restrictions on the export of agri
cultural products to the Union of SOviet 
SOcialist Republics, 
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in the same manner and under the same 
conditions as the Secretary purchases and 
handles grains under similar contracts and 
subject to the imposition of the same re
strictions. 

SUPPLEMENTAL SET-ASIDE AUTHORITY 

SEc. 207. Effective for the 1981 crops of 
wheat, feed grains, upland cotton, and rice, 
the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by 
adding at the end of title I a new section 113 
as follows: 

"SUPPLEMENTAL SET-ASIDE AUTHORITY 

"SEc. 113. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law or prior announcement made 
by the Secretary to the contrary, effective 
for one or more of the 1981 crops of wheat, 
feed grains, upland cotton, and rice, the 
Secretary may announce and provide for a 
set-aside of cropland under section 101 (h), 
103(f) (11), 105A(f), or 107A(f) of this title 
1! the Secretary determines that such action 
is in the public interest as a result of the 
imposition of restrictions on the export of 
any such commodity by the President or 
other member of the executive branch of 
Government. In order to carry out effectively 
e. set-aside program authorized under this 
section, the Secretary may make such modi
fications and adjustments in such program as 
the Secretary determines necessary because 
of any delay in instituting such program.". 

TRADE SUSPENSION RESERVES 

SEc. 208. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law-

(a) Whenever the President or other mem
ber of the executive branch of Government 
causes the export of any agricultural com
modity to any country or area of the world 
to be suspended or restricted for reasons of 
national security or foreign policy under the 
Export Administration Act of 1979 or any 
other provision of law and the Secretary of 
Agriculture determines that such suspension 
or restriction will result in a surplus supply 
of such commodity that will adversely affect 
prices producers receive for the commodity, 
the Secretary may establish a. gasohol feed
stock reserve or a food security reserve, or 
both, of the commodity, as provided in sub
sections (c) and (d) of this section, 1f the 
commodity is suitable for stockpiling in a 
reserve. 

(b) Within thirty days after the export of 
any agricultural commodity to a country or 
are2. is suspended or restricted as described 
in subsection (a) of this section, the Secre
tary of Agriculture shall announce whether 
a gasohol feedstock reserve or a food security 
reserve of the commodity, or both, will be 
established under this section and shall in
clude in such announcement the amount of 
the commodity that will be placed in such 
reserves, which shall be that portion of the 
estimated exports of the commodity affected 
by the suspension or restriction, as deter
mined by the Secretary, that should be re
moved from the market to prevent the accu
mulation of a surplus supply of the com
modity that will adversely affect prices pro
ducers receive for the commodity. 

(c) (1) To establlsh a gasohol feedstock 
reserve under this section, the Secretary of 
Agriculture may acquire agricultural com
modities (the export of which is suspended 
or restricted as described in subsection (a) 
of this section) that are suitable for use in 
the production of alcohol for motor fuel 
through purchases from producers or in the 
market and by designation by the Secretary 
of stocks of the commodities held by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, and to pay 
such storage, transportation, and related 
costs as may be necessary to permit mainte
nance of the commodities in the reserve for 
the purposes of this section and disposition 
of the commodities as provided in paragraph 
(2) of this subsection. 

(2) The Secretary of Agriculture may dis
pose of stocks of agricultural commodities 

acquired under paragraph (1) of this sub
section only through sale-

(A) for use in the production of alcohol for 
motor fuel, at not less than the fuel con
version price (as defined in section 212 of 
this title) for the commodity involved: Pro
vided, That, for wheat and feed grains, if the 
fuel conversion price for the commodity in
volved is less than the then current release 
price at which producers may repay producer 
storage loans on the commodity and redeem 
the commodity prior to the maturity d~tes 
of the loans, as determined under clause ( 5) 
of the second sentence of section llO(b) of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, the Secretary 
may dispose of stocks of the commodity for 
such use only through sale at not less than 
the release price: Provided further , That 
such sales shall only be made to persons for 
use in the production of alcohol for motor 
fuel at fac111ties that, whenever supplies of 
the commodity are not readily available, can 
produce alcohol from other agricultural or 
forestry biomass feedstocks; or 

(B) for any other use, when sales for use 
under clause (A) of this paragraph are im
practicable, (i) 1f there is a producer storage 
program in effect for the commodity, at not 
less than 105 per centum of the then cur
rent level at which the Secretary may call 
for repayment of producer storage loans on 
the commodity prior to the ma.turity dates of 
tho loans, as determined under clause (6) of 
the second sentence of section llO(b) of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, or, (11) if there is 
no producer storage program in effect for the 
commodity, at not less than the average mar
ket price producers received for the com
modity at the time the trade suspension was 
imposed. 

(d) (1) To establish a food security reserve 
under this section, the Secretary of Agri
culturo may acquire agricultural commodi
ties (the export of which is suspended or 
restricted as described in subsection (a) of 
this section) that are suitable for use in pro
viding emergency food assistance and urgent 
humanitarian relief through purchases from 
producers or in the market and by designa
tion by the Secretary of stocks of the com
modities held by the Commodity Credit Cor
poration, and to pay such storage, transpor
tation, and related costs as may be necessary 
to permit maintenance of the commodities 
in the reserve for the purposes of this sec
tion and disposition of the commodities as 
provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection. 

(2) The provisions of subsections (c), (d), 
(e). (f), and (g) (2) of section 302 of the 
Food Security Wheat Reserve Act of 1980 
shall apply to commodities in any reserve 
established under paragraph (1) of this sub
section, and (except for the last sentence of 
subsection (c) of section 302) the references 
to "wheat" in such subsections of section 302 
shall be deemed to be references to "agricul
tural commodities". 

(3) Any determination by the President or 
tho Secretary of Agriculture under this sec
tion shall be final. 

(e) The funds , facil1ties , and authorities 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation shall 
be used by the Secretary of Agriculture in 
carrying out this section, except that any 
restriction applicable to the acquisition, 
storage, or disposition of Commodity Credit 
Corporation owned or controlled commodi
ties shall not apply with respect to the ac
quisition, storage, or disposition of agricul
tural commodities under this section. 

(f) Tho Secretary of Agriculture shall es
tablish safeguards to ensure that stocks of 
agricultural commodities held in the reserves 
established under this section shall not be 
used in any manner or under any circum
stance to unduly depress, manipulate, or 
cur.ta11 the free market. 

(g) Whenever stocks of agricultural com
modities are disposed of or released from re
serves establlshed under this section, as pro
vided in subsections (c) (2) and (d) (2) of 

this section, the reserves may not be replen
ished with replacement stocks. 

(h) The provisions of this section shall be
como effective with respect to any suspen
sion of, or restriction on, the export of agri
cultural commodities, as described in sub
section (a) of this section, implemented 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

ALCOHOL PROCESSOR GRAIN RESERVE 

SEc. 209. (a) As used in this section-
( 1) The term "Secretary" means the Secre

tary of Agriculture. 
(2) The term "processor" means any per

son engaged within the United States in the 
business of manufacturing grain into alcohol 
for use as a fuel either by itself or in com
bination with some other product. 

(3) The terms "agricultural grain" and 
"grain" mean any agricultural commodity 
(A) that is suitable for processing into alco
hol for use as a fuel, and (B) with respect to 
which a price support operation is in effect. 

(4) The term "producer storage program" 
means the producer storage program pro
vided for under section 110 of the Agricul
ture Act of 1949. 

( 5) The term "small scale biomass energy 
project" shall have the same meaning as de
fined in section 203(19) of the Energy Secu
rity Act. 

(b) To assist processors in obtaining a 
dependable supply of grain at reasonable 
prices, the Secretary may formulate and ad
minister 2. program under which processors 
purchasing and storing grain needed by them 
for manufacturing into alcohol for use as a 
fuel may obtain a loan from the Secretary 
on such grain. Loans under this section may 
be made available only to processors that 
(1) operate small scale biomass energy proj
ects financed in whole or in part by the 
Unitecl. States Government or any agency 
thereof, and (2) as determined by the Sec
retary, are otherwise unable to obtain a de
pendable supply of grain at reasonable prices 
for use in such projects. 

(c) Except as otherwise provided in this 
section, loans made under this section to 
carry out the processor grain reserve program 
may be made on the same terms and condi
tions as loans made to carry out the pro
ducer storage program. 

(d) The amount of the loan that the Sec
retary may make to a.n eligible processor at 
any time on any quantity of grain purchased 
by the processor shall be determined by mul
tiplying the price support loan rate in effect 
for such grain at the time the loan is made 
times the quantity of grain purchased by the 
processor. The quantity of grain on which 
one or more loans may be outstanding at any 
time in the case of any processor may not 
exceed the estimated quantity of grain 
needed by such processor for one year of 
operation. 

(e) Whenever a.ny quantity of grain stored 
in the processor grain reserve under this sec
tion is removed from storage by a processor, 
the processor may be required to replace 
such grain with an equal quantity, within 
such period of time as the Secretary shall 
prescribe by regulation, or repay that por
tion of the loan represented by the quantity 
of grain removed from storage. 

(f) Grain on which an eligible processor 
has received a loan under this section may 
not be used for any purpose other than the 
manufacture of alcohol for use as a fuel, and 
tho Secretary shall establish such safeguards 
as the Secretary deems necessary to assure 
that such grain is not used for any other 
purpose and is not used in any manner that 
would unduly depress, manipulate, or cur
tail the free market in such grain. 

(g) Loans made under this section shall 
be made subject to such terms and condi
tions and subject to such security as the 
Secretary deems appropriate, except that 
such loans may not be ma.de as nonrecourse 
loans. 

(h) In carrying out the processor grain 
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reserve program under this section, the Sec
retary may-

( 1) provide for the payment to processors 
of such amounts as the Secretary deter
mines appropriate to cover the cost of stor
ing grain held in the processor grain re
serve, except that in no event may the rate 
of the payment paid under this clause for 
any period exceed the rate paid by the Secre
tary under the producer storage program for 
the same period; and 

(2) prescribe conditions under which the 
Secretary may require processors to repay 
loans made under this section, plus accrued 
interest thereon, refund amounts paid to the 
processors for storage, and require the proc
essors to pay such additional interest and 
other charges as may be required by regu
lation in the event any processor fails to 
abide by the terms and conditions of the loan 
or any regulation prescribed under this 
section. 

(i) The Secretary shall announce the terms 
and conditions of the processor grain re
serve program as far in advance of making 
loans as practicable. 

(j) The Secretary may use the fac111ties of 
tho Commodity Credit Corporation to carry 
out this section. 

(k) There are authorized to be appropri
ated such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out this section. Any loans made under this 
section shall be made to such extent and 
such amounts as provided in appropriation 
Acts. The authority to make loans under this 
section shall expire five years after the effec
tive date of his title. 

STUDY OF THE POTENTUL FOR EXPANSION OF 
UNITED STATES AGRICULTURAL EXPORT MAR
KETS AND THE USE OF AGRICULTURAL EX
PORTS IN OBTAINING NEEDED MATERIALS 

SEc. 210. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture, 
in consultation with the United States Trade 
Representative and any other appropriate 
agency of the United States Government as 
determined by the Secretary, shall perform a 
study of the potential for expansion of 
United States agricultural export markets 
and the use of agricultural exports in ob
taining natural resources or other commodi
ties and products needed by the United 
States. The Secretary shall complete the 
study and submit to the President and Con
gress a report on the study before June 30, 
1981. 

(b) In performing the study, the Secretary 
shall determine for the next five years-

( 1) world food, feed, and fiber needs; 
(2) estimated United States and world 

food, feed, and fiber production capabilities; 
(3) potential new or expanded foreign 

markets for United States agricultural 
products; 

(4) the potential for the development of 
international agreements for the exchange of 
United States agricultural products for natu
ral resources, including energy sources, or 
other commodities and products needed by 
the United States; and 

(5) the steps that the United States must 
take to (A) increase agricultural export 
trade, and (B) obtain needed natural re
sources or other commodities and products 
in exchange for agricultural products, to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

FOOD BANK DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 

SEc. 211. (a) The Secretary of .Agriculture 
shall carry out demonstration projects to 
provide agricultural commodities and other 
foods that might not otherwise be used, or 
might be more effectively used by organiza
tions assisted under this section, to com
munity food banks for emergency food box 
distribution to needy individuals and fam
ilies. Notwithstanding any other provisions 
of law, the Secretary shall make available 
for purposes of such demonstration projects, 
agricultural commodities and other foods 
available to the Secretary under section 416 

of the Agricultural Act of 1949, section 709 of 
the Food and Agriculture Act of 1965, and 
section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 
U.S.C. 612c). For purposes of distributing 
agricultural commodities and other foods to 
community food banks under this section, 
the Secretary, may in consultation with 
State agencies, use food distribution systems 
currently used to distribute agricultural 
commodities and other foods under the Na
tional School Lunch Act and Child Nutri
tion Act of 1966. The Secretary shall select 
food banks, in consultation with the Direc
tor of the Community Services Administra
tion, for participation in the demonstration 
projectEl under this section. Food banks shall 
bo selected for participation so as to ensure 
adequate geographic distribution of emer
gency food box programs in at least two but 
not more than seven Department of Agri
culture regions. 

(b) (1) No food bank may participate in 
the demonstration projects conducted under 
thi:::; section unless an application therefor is 
submitted to and approved by the Secretary. 
Such application shall be submitted in such 
form and manner and shall contain such 
information as the Secretary shall prescribe. 

(2) Each food bank participating in the 
demonstration projects under this section 
shall establish e. recordkeeping system and 
internal procedures to monitor the use of 
agricultural commodities and other foods 
provided under this section. The Secretary 
shall develop standards by which the feasi
bllity and effectiveness of the projects shall 
be measured, and shall conduct an ongoing 
review of the effectiveness of the projects. 

(c) The Secretary shall determine the 
quantities and types of agricultural com
modities and other foods to be made avail
able under this section. The Secretary may 
prescribe regulations regarding the designa
tion of eligible participants in the projects 
and any other regulations necessary to carry 
out this section. 

(d) The Secretary shall submit a report to 
Congress on October 1, 1982, regarding the 
demonstration projects carried out under 
this section. Such report shall include an 
analysis and evaluation of Federal partici
pation in food bank emergency food pro
grams, the effectiveness of such participa
tion, and the feasib111ty of continuing such 
participation. The Secretary shall also in
clude in such report any recommendations 
regarding improvements in Federal assist
ance to community food banks, including 
assistance for administrative expenses and 
transportation. 

(e) The sale of food provided under this 
section shall be prohibited and any person 
who receives any remuneration in exchange 
for food provided under this section shall be 
subject to e. fine of not more than $1000 or 
imprisonment for not more than six months, 
o;.• both. 

(f) There is authorized to be appropri
ated to carry out this section $356,000. 

DEFINITION OF FUEL CONVERSION PRICE 

SEc. 212. As used in this title, the phrase 
"fuel conversion price" means the price for 
an agricultural commodity determined by 
the Secretary of Agriculture that will permit 
gasoline-alcohol mixtures using alcohol pro
duced from the commodity to be competitive 
in price with unleaded gasoline priced at the 
point it leaves the refinery, adjusted for dif
ferences in octane rating, taking into con
sideration the energy value of the commod
ity and other appropriate values designed to 
represent, on a national average basis, the 
value of byproducts also recoverable from 
the commodity; the direct costs and capital 
recovery costs for a grain alcohol distillery 
capable of producing forty million gallons of 
alcohol and recoverng byproducts annually; 
and Federal tax and other Federal incentives 
applicable to alcohol used for fuel. 

EFFECI'IVE DATE 

SEc. 213. Except as otherwise provided 
herein, this title shall became effective Oc
tober 1, 1980, or the date of enactment, 
whichever is later. 

TITLE Til-FOOD SECURITY WHEAT 
RESERVE ACJr OF 1980 

SHORT TITLE 

SEc. 301. This title may be cited as the 
"Food Security Wheat Reserve Act of 1980". 

FOOD SECURITY WHEAT RESERVE 

SEc. 302. (a) To provide for a wheat re
serve solely for emergency humanitarian 
food needs in developing countries. the Presi
dent shall establish a reserve stock of wheat 
of up to four mil11on metric tons for use for 
the purposes specified in subsection (c) of 
thiEl section. 

(b) (1) The reserve stock of wheat under 
this section shall be established initially by 
designation for that purpose by the Secre
tary of Agriculture of wheat owned by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

(2) Subject to the provisions of subsection 
(i) of this section, stocks of wheat to re
plenish the reserve may be acquired (A) 
through purchases from producers or in the 
market if the Secretary of Agriculture deter
mines that such purchases will not unduly 
disrupt the market, and (B) by designation 
by the Secretary of stocks of wheat other
wise acquired by the Commodity Credit Cor
poration. Any use of funds to acquire wheat 
through purchases from producers or in the 
market to replenish the reserve must be 
authorized in appropriation Acts. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, stocks of wheat designated or ac
quired for the reserve under this section may 
be released by the President to provide, on 
t>. donation or sale basis, emergency food 
assistance to developing countries at any 
time that the domestic supply of wheat is 
so limited that quantities of wheat cannot 
bo made available for disposition under the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist
ance Act of 1954, except for urgent humani
tarian purposes, under the criteria of sec
tion 401 (a) of that Act. Notwithstanding 
th~ provisions of the preceding sentence, up 
to three hundred thousand metric tons of 
wheat may be released from the reserve 
under this section in any fiscal year, without 
regard to the domestic supply situation, for 
uso under title n of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 in 
providing urgent humanita.!'ian relief in any 
developing country suffering a major dis
aste~·. as determined by the President, when
ever the wheat needed for relief cannot be 
programmed for such purpose in a timely 
manner under the normal means of obtain
ing commodities for food assistance due to 
circumstances of unanticipated and excep
tional need. Wheat released from the reserve 
may be processed in the United States and 
shipped to a developing country in the form 
of fiour when conditions in the recipient 
country require such processing in the 
United States. 

(d) Wheat released from the reserve for 
the purposes of subsection (c) of this section 
shall be made available under the Agricul
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954 to meet famine or other urgent or 
extraordinary relief requirements, except 
that section 401 (a) of that Act, with re
spect to determinations of availability, shall 
not be applicable thereto. 

(e) The Secretary of Agriculture shall pro
vide for the management of stocks of wheat 
in the reserve as to location and class of 
wheat needed to meet emergency situations 
and for the periodic rotation of stocks of 
wheat in the reserve to avoid spoilage and 
deterioration of such stocks, using programs 
authorized by the Agricultural Trade De
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 and 
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any other provision of law, but any quantity 
of wheat removed from the reserve for the 
purposes of this subsection shall be promptly 
replaced with an equivalent quantity of 
wheat. 

(f) Stocks of wheat in the reserve shall 
not be considered a part of the total domestic 
supply (including carryover ) for the pur
poses of subsection (c) of this section or for 
the purposes of administering the Agricul
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954 and shall not be subject to any quan
titative limitations on exports that may be 
imposed under section 7 of the Export Ad
ministration Act of 1979. 

(g) (1) The funds, facllitles, and authori
ties of the Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall be used by the Secretary of Agriculture 
in carrying out this section, except that any 
restriction applicable to the acquisition, 
storage, or disposition of Commodity Credit 
Corporation owned or controlled commodi
ties shall not apply with respect to the ac
quisition, storage, or disposal of wheat for 
or in the reserve. 

(2) Effective beginning October 1, 1981, the 
Commodity Credit Corporation shall be re
imbursed from funds made available for 
carrying out the Agricultural Trade Develop
ment and Assistanc~ Act of 1954 for wheat 
released from the reserve that is made avail
able under such Act, such reimbursement to 
be made on the basis of actual costs in
curred by the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion with respect to such wheat or the export 
market price of wheat (as determined by 
the Secretary) as of the time the wheat is 
released from the reserve for such purpose, 
whichever is lower. Such reimbursement 
may be made from funds appropriated for 
that purpose in subsequent years. 

(h) Any determination by the President 
or the Secretary of Agriculture under thiS 
section shall be final. 

(i) The authority to replace stocks of 
wheat to maintain the reserve under this 
section shall expire September 30, 1985, after 
which stocks released from the reserve may 
not be replenished. Stocks of wheat remain
ing in the reserve after September 30, 1985, 
shall be disposed of by release for use in 
providing for emergency food needs in de
veloping countries as provided in this section. 

EFFEcriVE DATE 

SEc. 303. Except as otherwise provided 
herein, this title shall become effective Oc
tober 1, 1980, or the date of enactment, 
whichever is later. 

Amend the title so as to read : "An Act to 
increase the minimum price support loan 
rates for wheat, feed grains, and soybeans, 
to improve the farmer-held reserve program 
for wheat and feed grains, to establish a five
year food security wheat reserve, and for 
other purposes.". 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, H .R. 3765, 
the Walnut Marketing and Promotion 
Act of 1980, as passed by the House on 
September 15, 1980, was approved by 
the Senate on October 1, 1980, with 
an amendment adding two additional 
titles-titles II and III. 

Title II, Agricultural Trade Suspen
sion Adjustment Act of 1980 parallels 
very closely H.R. 7264, the producer stor
age program for wheat and feed gains 
which was reported out of the House 
Agriculture Committee on May 7, 1980, 
by a vote of 40 to 1, and H.R. 118, a bill 
designed to change the dates for an
nouncement of wheat and feed grains 
set-aside. 

Title m, the Food Security Wheat 
Reserve Act of 1980 parallels very closely 
H.R 6635, which was first reported out 

of the House Foreign Affairs Committee 
on February 28, 1980, by a voice vote 
and then out of the House Agriculture 
Committee, which had joint jurisdiction, 
on May 12, 1980, by a vote of 30 to 7. 

Additionally, titles II and III basically 
embody the agreements reached by the 
committee of conference on title IV of 
H .R. 7664, the Child Nutrition Act. Since 
the committee of conference on H.R. 
7664 has not yet completed work on all 
aspects of that legislation the Senate 
took action to add that portion title IV 
which had been agreed to as titles II 
and III of H.R. 3765. This action on the 
part of the Senate adding titles II and 
III to H.R~ 3765 was sponsored by 17 
members of the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

TITLE I 

Title I contains exactly the same pro
visions as passed by the House in H.R. 
3765 on September 15, 1980. 
TITLE n-MINIMUM PRICE SUPPORT LOAN LEV

ELS FOR THE 1981 CROPS OF WHEAT, CORN, 
AND SOYBEANS 

The amendment would require that 
the wheat, corn, and soybean price sup
port loan levels for the 1981 crops be not 
less than $3.00, $2.25, and $5.02 per 
bushel, respectively, which are the cur
rent levels. 

The amendment assures farmers that 
the price support loan levels for wheat, 
feed grains, and soybeans will not be 
lower for the 1981 crops than they are 
this year. This gives each farmer some 
assurance that if he producers a crop 
in the future-he at least will be assured 
of a price that will cover most of his 
out-of -pocket expenses. 
CHANGING THE DATE FOR ANNOUNCEMENT OJ' 

A FEED GRAIN SET-ASIDE 

The amendment would require the 
Secretary of Agriculture to announce any 
set-aside of cropland under the feed 
grain program not later than Novem
ber 1 of each calendar year for the crop 
harvested in the next calendar year. Un
der current law, the final date for the 
announcement of such a set-aside is No
vember 15. 

Some farmers have found that an an
nouncement of a set-aside under the feed 
grain program as late as November 15 
has caused problems. As a result, some of 
them choose not to participate in the 
program. 

Corn growers in the Midwest, for ex
ample, may need to apply fertilizer for 
the next year's corn crop before Novem
ber 15. Thus, an announcement of any 
set-aside for feed grains as late as No
vember 15 may, as a practical matter, be 
ineffective as it applies to their opera
tions. Moving the date up to November 1 
will reduce the number of farmers caught 
in this situation without affecting sig
nificantly the quality of data used by the 
Secretary in deciding whether there 
should be a feed grain set-aside. 
INCREASE IN PRICE SUPPORT LOANS UNDER THE 

FARMER-HELD RESERVE PROGRAM 

The amendment would require the 
Secretary of Agriculture to make price 
support loans available to producers who 
participate in the farmer-held reserve 
program for the 1980 through 1981 crops 
of wheat and feed grains at increased 

levels of support. The Secretary would be 
required to make loans available at such 
levels as the Secretary deems necessary 
to mitigate the effects of the restrictions 
on trade to the Soviet Union on the prices 
farmers receive for their crops, but at not 
less than $2.40 per bushel for corn, and 
not less than $3.30 per bushel for wheat. 
This provision will provide farmers who 
participate in the farmer-held reserve 
program with price support loan levels 
that are much closer to presuspension 
market prices. By increasing the mini
mum loan level, the amendment will as
sure that the price support loans give 
farmers more realistic amounts of oper
ating capital. 

At the same time, this provision will 
encourage increased participation in the 
farmer-held reserve program. Grain 
placed in the farmer-held reserve is kept 
out of the market for a minimum of 3 
years, unless market prices rise signifi
cantly. This provision, by reducing the 
market supply of grain, will strengthen 
prices. 

The loans authorized by this provi
sion must eventually be repaid by the 
farmers, so that initial outlays of Gov
ernment funds for the loans will later 
be offset by loan repayments. 

Under the farmer-held reserve pro
gram, grain must be redeemed from the 
reserve before the due date of the ex
tended loan when market prices hit cer
tain levels-under the program now, 175 
percent of the price support level for 
wheat and 145 percent of the price sup
port level for feed grains. In addition, 
farmers are permitted to pay off loans 
early and redeem the grain when market 
prlces reach 140 percent of the price sup
port level for wheat and 125 percent of 
the price support level for feed grains. 
Some grain placed in the reserve prior 
to July 28, 1980, however, may have 
slightly different release and call levels. 

The amendment provides that, even 
though the price support loan levels 
under the reserve program are increased 
substantially, the •·call" and "release" 
levels would remain at the dollar figures 
presently established under the pro
gram-$5.25 and $4.20 for wheat, and 
$3.26 and $2.81 for corn, respectively. 
This provision will assure that grain will 
move out of the farmer-held reserve 
and not become part of a "permanent" 
reserve. 

The amendment would also require 
the Secretary of Agriculture to waive in
terest charges on the loans. This would 
make the reserve program more attrac
tive to farmers and help strengthen 
grain prices. By drawing more grain into 
the reserve, grain prices will advance in 
response-at least until the release and 
call prices are reached. 
FLEXIBILITY IN ADJUSTING THE RELEASE AND 

CALL LEVELS FOR WHEAT AND FEED GRAINS 

Under existing law, to encourage pro
ducers to redeem and market their wheat 
and feed grains held under the reserve 
loan program, the Secretary has author
ity to discontinue storage payments and 
require interest payments when prices 
reach a certain level, commonly referred 
to as the "releaose" price level. 

However. while the Secretary has the 
authority to set the feed grain release 
price at whatever level he deems appro-
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priate, he is limited to setting the release 
price for wheat at no less than 140 per
cent nor more than 160 percent of the 
price support level of wheat. Using these 
existing authorities, the Secretary has 
set the release price for feed grains at 
125 percent of the support level and 
wheat at 140 percent of the support level. 

Additional authority allows the Sec
retary to set a wheat or feed grain "calr' 
price level. When prices reach the call 
price, the Secretary may require pro
ducers to repay the loans on their 
farmer-held reserve or forfeit their gain 
to the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Again, as is the case with the release 
price, the Secretary has authority to set 
the call price for feed grains at whatever 
level he deems appropriate, but in the 
case of wheat, existing law mandates the 
call pice cannot be less than 175 percent 
of the price suoport level. Under these 
authorities the Secretary has established 
the call price for feed grains at 145 per
cent and for ~heat, 175 percent of the 
price support level. 

The amendment would give the Secre
tary the same discretionary authority for 
establ'shing the release and call prices 
for wheat that he presently has for feed 
grains. This would have the effect of pis
connecting wheat release and call prices 
from being a mandated percentage of the 
price support, thus permitting the Sec
retary to adjust price support levels for 
wheat without having to make a similar 
adjustment in the release and call :orice 
levels. 
RELEASE LEVEL FOR COMMODITY CREDIT CORPO

RATION-HELD WHEAT AND FEED GRAINS 

Except as otherwise provided in title 
II for the disposal of stocks of wheat and 
feed grains subject to trade suspensions, 
the amendment would generally prohibit 
the Commodity Credit Corporation from 
selling any of its stocks of wheat and 
feed grains-except sales of corn for use 
in the product!on of alcohol-when the 
farmer-held reserve program is in effect, 
at less than 5 percent above the call 
level. 

The Government must make every ef
fort to prevent the embargoed grain 
from reentering the markets and caus
ing an oversupply of grain. Whenever 
the Commodity Credit Corporation ac
quires stocks of grain through price sup
port operations, it becomes a supplier of 
grain to the markets. 

Thus, the Government must also act 
to prevent oversupply by isolating these 
C.ommodity Credit Corporation-held 
stocks from the market. The amendment 
accomplishes this by raising the mini
mum price at which the Commodity 
Credit Corporation generally may sell its 
stocks from 150 percent of the price sup
port level to 5 percent above the call 
level. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has al
ready adopted a policy, similar to this 
provision, of not releasing Commodity 
Credit Corporat!on stocks at less than 5 
percent above the call level. 

The amendment also changes the min
imum Commodity Credit Corporation 
sales price for corn to be used in the 
production of alcohol when the farmer
held reserve progam is in effect. The 
minimum sales price for corn for such 

use is now set at the release price for 
corn under the farmer-held reserve pro
gram. The amendment provides that, if 
the fuel conversion price for corn exceeds 
the release level, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation must sell corn at not less 
than the fuel conversion price. The fuel 
conversion price is defined in the amend
ment as that price for a commodi.ty that 
would make gasohol using alcohol pro
duced from the commodity competitive 
in price with unleaded gasoline. 
AUTHORITY FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 

TO USE THE COMMODITY CRE;DIT CORPORATION 
TO PURCHASE AND HANDLE AGRICULTURAL 
COMMODITIES, OTHER THAN GRAIN, INTENDED 

FOR EXPORT TO THE SOVIET UNION 

The President's decision to restrict ag
ricultural trade with the Soviet Union 
caused the cancellation of sales of a 
number of agricultural commodities 
other than grain. For example, the ex
port sales of a significant amount of 
poultry were lost due to the suspension. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has au
thority under existing law to purchase 
or otherwise handle--in the same man
ner he is handling grain-poultry and 
other nongrain agricultural commodities 
that were under contract for export to 
the Soviet Union. The Secretary should 
treat producers of all agricultural com
modities affected by the Soviet trade sus
pension equally to the extent that it is 
possible given the physical characteris
tics of the commodity. 

In the case of the suspended grain ex
port sales contracts, the Secretary devel
oped an arrangement under which he 
assumed delivery rights under the con
tracts, with the Commodity Credit Cor
poration standing in for the Soviet Union 
as purchaser. It is only equitable that 
the Secretary take the same approach 
with other commodities to the extent that 
production of those commodities was 
geared up to meet the Russian demand. 

The amendment would make it clear 
that the Secretary has the authority to 
use the Commodity Credit Corporation 
to handle all agricultural commodities 
affected by the suspension as he is han
dling grain. 
AUTHORITY FOR SET-ASIDES FOLLOWING TRADE 

SUSPENSIONS 

To reduce supplies following a suspen
sion of agricultural trade, it may be nec
essary to reduce acreage put into pro
duction after the suspension is imposed. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has au
thority, under existing law, to require a 
set-aside of cropland if supplies are ex
cessive. However, this authority is con
ditioned on the Secretary announcing 
the set-aside by August 15 in the case of 
wheat or November 15 in the case of com 
of the year preceding the year in which 
the wheat or corn is harvested. The 
amendment, as I noted earlier, would 
change the feed grain announcement 
date to November 1. 

The Secretary chose not to proclaim a 
1980 wheat or com set-aside last year. 
As a result, the Secretary had no author
ity, after the Soviet trade suspension was 
announced on January 4, 1980, to reverse 
his previous decision and proclaim a set
aside of wheat or corn for the 1980 crop 
year. 

The amendment would remedy this 

gap in the law by authorizing the Secre
tary, for any commodity for which there 
is authority for a set-aside, notwith
standing any prior announcement to the 
contrary, to announce and carry out a 
set-aside whenever he deems such actions 
to be in the public interest as a result 
of the imposition of restrictions on the 
exportation of the commodity. 
AUTHORITY FOR TRADE SUSPENSION COMMODITY 

RESERVES 

The amendment also provides the Sec
retary of Agriculture authority in the 
future to divert from the commercial 
markets agricultural commodities, in
tended for export, that cannot be ex
ported because the executive branch re
stricts exports for reasons of national 
security or foreign policy, if necessary 
to prevent the accumulation of a surplus 
that will adversely affect producer prices 
for the commodity and the commodity 
is suitable for stockpiling in a reserve. 

The Secretary would be authorized to 
establish nonreplenishing food security 
reserves of embargoed commodities suit
able for use in providing emergency food 
assistance and urgent humanitarian re
lief on the same basis as wheat is made 
available under the food security wheat 
reserve, and nonreplenishing gasohol 
feedstock reserves of embargoed com
modities suitable for the production of 
alcohol for motor fuel. 

ALCOHOL PROCESSOR GRAIN RESERVE 

To help assure that producers of fuel 
alcohol from small-scale projects are 
able to obtain a dependable supply of 
grain at reasonable prices, this amend
ment would authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to formulate and administer 
a recourse loan program for fuel alco
hol processors to buy grain and store 
it for use in making fuel alcohol in a 
small-scale project. A small-scale proj
ect includes all facilities that produce 
less than one million gallons of alcohol 
per year. The authority to make such 
loans is subject to the appropriations 
process. 

The amount of the loan that the Sec
retary may make to an eligible processor 
at any time on any quantity of grain 
purchased by the processor must be de
termined by multiplying the price sup
port loan rate in effect for such grain 
at the time the loan is made times the 
quantity of grain purchased by the proc
essor. The quantity of grain on which 
one or more loans may be outstanding 
at any time in the case of any processor 
may not exceed the estimated quantity 
of grain needed by such processor for 
one year of operation. 

The authority to make loans under 
this program ends five years after the 
date of enactment. 
STUDY OF THE POTENTIAL FOR EXPANDING U.S. 

AGRICULTURAL EXPORT MARKETS 

We must double our efforts to develop 
new and permanent trading partners to 
whom we can sell U.S. agricultural com
modities. 

The world's population is increasing 
steadily, and worldwide demand for U.S. 
food and fiber will also increase. Clearly, 
the potential exists for expansion of U.S. 
agricultural export markets. 

In addition, the United States is and 
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will probably remain the largest sup
plier of food and fiber for the world. As 
worldwide demand for food and fiber 
increases, the United States should be
come increasingly able to trade its excess 
supplies of food and fiber for scarce re
sources, such as petroleum and natural 
gas. 

The amendment requires the Secre
tary of Agriculture to perform a study 
analyzing our agricultural export po
tential over the next 5 years, and sub
mit to the President and Congress a re
port before June 30, 1981. Many of our 
agricultural and export programs will 
expire at the end of 1981. The informa
tion provided by the study will be of 
great value to Congress when it begins 
reviewing agricultural policies and pro
grams for inclusion in the 1981 farm bill. 

FOOD BANK DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 

While somewhat unrelated to the 
other provisions in title II, this amend
ment is an important one. It requires 
that the Secretary of Agriculture carry 
out demonstration projects to provide 
agricultural commodities, and other 
foods that might not otherwise be used 
e1fectively, to community food banks for 
emergency food box distribution to 
needy individuals and families. 

The Secretary must submit a report 
to Congress on October 1, 1982, regard
ing the demonstration projects carried 
out under the program. The report must 
include an analysis and evaluation of 
Federal participation in food bank emer
gency food programs, the e1fectiveness 
of such participation, and the feasibil-. 
ity of continuing such participation. Up 
to $356,000 may be appropriated to carry 
out this program. 

It is estimated by the Department of 
Agriculture that each year about 20 per
cent of all food produced in the United 
States is lost or wasted-enough to feed 
49 million hungry people. Fortunately 
for our country's poor, as well as our 
economy, food banks are springing up 
across the country to put to good use 
food that farmers and food producers 
do not sell. They are successfully mar
shaling some of that edible but discarded 
food-valued at $31 b1llion a year-and 
providi~g nutritious meals to needy peo
ple while helping to eliminate waste. 

Each year food banks . collect m1llions 
of pounds of edible food cast aside be
cause of over production, dented cans, 
broken boxes or expired marketing dates 
and distribute them to charitable groups 
for use in their on-premises meal pro
grams. Some banks also provide food 
boxes to help disaster victims through 
th~ first few harrowing days following a 
crisis. 

To assure proper geographic distribu
tior~ of the projects, the location of the 
proJects would be determined in con
sultation with the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
and the House Committee on Agricul~ 
ture. 

POoD SEctJ'RITT RESERVE 

;r'itle m of the amendment would re
quire the President to establish a re
serve of up to 4 million metric tons of 
wheat for use in providing for emergency 
food needs in developing countries. 

Wheat owned by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation-most of which was pur
chased recently to prevent an accumula
tion of excess supplies following the So
viet trade suspension-would be used to 
stock the reserve initially. The authority 
to replenish the stocks of the reserve 
would expire September 30, 1985. 

The reserve may be replenished by 
either the transfer of wheat from CCC 
stocks or by purchases from producers or 
in the market. Whenever wheat is ac
quired through purchases from produc
ers or in the market to replenish the 
reserve, funds to do so must be author
ized in appropriation acts. 

The food security wheat reserve would 
be used to meet famine or other urgent 
or extraordinary relief requirements dur
ing periods of tight supplies and high 
prices when commodities would not 
otherwise be available under the provi
sions of Public Law 480. 

This provision will serve two purposes. 
First, it will assure th!tt wheat, most of 
which was intended for export to Russia, 
does not reenter commercial markets, 
weakening the price of wheat. Second, 
this provision will respond to a request 
made by the administration in May 1979, 
that Congress provide the President 
statutory authority to establish such a 
reserve. 

The administration has favored estab
lishing the food security reserve for sev
eral reasons. It would help guarantee 
that the United States would be able to 
meet priority food assistance needs of 
developing countries in years of short 
supply. This would help prevent a recur
rence of actions similar to those between 
1973 and 1975 when Public Law 480 
wheat shipments to poorer countries 
were sharply reduced. Yet at that time, 
poorer countries were in particular need, 
being unable to compete for limited grain 
supplies in high priced world markets. 

The United States would use the wheat 
in the food security reserve only for Pub
lic Law 480 functions and then only when 
adequate amounts of wheat are not 
available in commercial markets, as de
termined by criteria spelled out in Pub
lic Law 480. This would isolate the food 
security reserve from the marketplace 
and prevent the stored wheat from de
pressing commercial grain prices. 

Also, replenishment of the food secu
rity reserve will create additional de
mand for domestically produced wheat. 

A portion of the reserve-up to $300,000 
metric tons-could be released from the 
reserve in any fiscal year for use under 
title II of Public r.aw 480. even if there 
is no short supply finding, to meet urgent 
humanitarian relief requirements result
ing from major disasters. However, this 
authority coul.d be used only when wheat 
could not otherwise be timely provided 
under normal means of obtaining com
modities for food assistance due to un
anticipated and exceptional need. It is 
intended that, whenever wheat is re
leased from the reserve to be used fo-r 
such purpose, the reserve be promptly 
replenished. It is expected that Congress 
would appropriate the necessary funds 
promptly to the extent purchases were 
necessary for replenishment of the re
serve. 

Mr. Speaker, I have reviewed in some 
detail the major provisions of titles n 
and III of the amendment. I want to em
phasize that they are similar to H.R. 
6635, the food security act of 1980, a bill 
which was reported earlier by both the 
House Committees on Foreign A1fairs 
and Agriculture, and H.R. 7264, a bill 
amending the producer storage program 
fo wheat and feed grains. 

The new titles are also very similar 
to the major provisions of an amend
ment that the Senate adopted July 25, 
1980, as title IV of H.R. 7664, the child 
nutrition amendments of 1980. 

The Committee of Conference on H.R. 
7664 has not completed its work on all 
aspects of that legislation, and I do not 
expect that we will be able to finish the 
task until after the recess. However, the 
conferees have reached agreement on 
title IV of H.R. 7664. Titles II and m of 
the pending amendment basically em
body the agreements reached by the 
Committee of Conference on that title. 
The provisions are vital to the welfare of 
the Nations farmers, and they should be 
enacted promptly. 

REQUEST TO APPOINT CONFEREES 
ON S. 1615, AN ACT FOR THE RE
LIEF OF JAMES R. THORNWELL 
Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill (S. 1615) 
an Act for the relief of James R. Thorn
well with House amendments thereto, 
insist on the House amendments, and 
agree to the conference asked by the 
Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gentle
man from California? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, can the gen
tleman tell us what the amendment is? 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DANIELSON. There is a di1fer
ence in the dollar figure about 100 per
cent di1ference between the two Houses. 
We have to get together to work on it. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Further reserving 
the right to object, can the gentleman 
tell us what the di1ference is? 

Mr. DANIELSON. Yes. The Senate 
figure is $1 million. The House figure is, 
I believe, $250,000. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. The subject again 
is what? 

Mr. DANIELSON. For the relief of 
James R. Thornwell. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I object, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEA.KER pro tempore. Objec
tion is heard. 

REQUEST TO CONSIDER SENATE 
AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 6086, MILI
TARY PERSONNEL AND CIVTI.JAN 
EMPLOYEES CLAIMS ACT 
Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill <H.R. 6086) to 
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provide for the settlement and payment 
of claims of U.S. civilian and military 
personnel against the United States for 
losses resulting from acts of violence 
directed against the U.S. Government or 
its representatives in a foreign country 
or from an authorized evacuation of 
personnel from a foreign country, with 
Senate amendments thereto, and dis
agree to the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gentle
man from California? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, if it is as 
complicated as it sounds, maybe the 
gentleman ought to explain. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, it is 
not complicated. In the other body 
amendments were attached to the House 
bill which incorporated language which 
has already passed both the House and 
the Senate in a different bill. The 
amendments would make a redundant 
addition to this bill and complicate the 
passage, which has already been taken 
care of in this House. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Further reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. BAUMAN. That is all very inter
esting, but what does it do? 

Mr. DANIELSON. The House bill is 
the bill that provides relief to the Amer
ican Foreign Service and military per
sonnel who were evacuated from Iran in 
January 1979 at the time of the recent 
takeover of the Government of Iran. 

Mr. BAUMAN. The amendment does 
what? 

Mr. DANIELSON. The amendment ap
pends several other things to that bill. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Such as what? 
Mr. DANIELSON. Amendments to the 

Internal Revenue Code. 
Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec

tion is heard. 

MATERIALS POLICY, RESEARCH, 
AND DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1979 
Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to take from the Speak
er's table the bill <H.R. 2743) to provide 
for a national policy for materials re
search and development and to strength
en the materials research and develop
ment capability and performance of the 
United States, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause 

and insert: 
That this Act may be cited as the "National 
Materials and Minerals Policy, Research and 
Development Act of 1980". 

FINDINGS 

SEC. 2. (a) The Congress finds that--
(1) the availab111ty of materials is essen-

tial for national security, economic well
being, and industrial production; 

(2) the availabil1ty of .materials is affected 
by the stab111ty of foreign sources of essen
tial industrial materials, instab1llty of ma
terials markets, international competition 
and demand for materials, the need for en
ergy and materials conservation, and the en
hancement of environmental quality; 

(3} extraction, production, processing, use, 
recycling, and disposal of materials are 
closely linked with national concerns for 
energy and the environment; 

(4) the United States is strongly interde
pendent with other nations through interna
tional trade in materials and other products; 

( 5) technological innovation and research 
and development are important factors 
which contribute to the availab111ty and use 
of materials; 

(6) the United States lacks a coherent na
tional materials policy and a coordinated 
program to assure the availab111ty of mate
rials critical for national economic well
being, national defense, and industrial pro
duction, including interstate commerce and 
foreign trade; and 

(7) notwithstanding the enactment of the 
Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970 (30 
U.S.C. 2la}, the United States does not have 
a coherent national materials and minerals 
policy. 

(b) As used in this Act, the term "mate
rials" means substances, including minerals, 
of current or potential use that will be 
needed to supply the industrial, military and 
essential civilian needs of the United States 
in the production of goods or services, in
cluding those which are primarily imported 
or for which there is a prospect of shortages 
or uncertain supply, or which present oppor
tunities in terms of new physical properties, 
use, recycling, disposal or substitution, with 
the exclusion of food and of energy fuels 
used as such. 

DECLARATION OF POLICY 

SEc. 3. The Congress declares that it is the 
continuing policy of the United States to 
promote an adequate and stable supply of 
materials necessary to maintain national se
curity, economic well-being and industrial 
production with appropriate attention to a 
long-term balance between resource pro
duction, energy use, a healthy environment, 
natural resources conservation, and social 
needs. The Congress further declares that 
implementation of this policy requires that 
the President shall, through the Executive 
Office of the President, coordinate the re
sponsible departments and agencies to, 
among other measures-

(I) identify materials needs and assist in 
the pursuit of measures that would assure 
the availabillty of materials critical to com
merce, the economy, and national security; 

(2} establish a mechanism for the co
ordination and evaluation of Federal mate
rials programs, including those involving re
search and development so as to comple
ment related efforts by the private sector as 
well as other domestic and international 
agencies and organizations; 

(3) establish a long-range assessment 
capability concerning materials demands, 
supply and needs, and provide !or the pol
icies and programs necessary to meet those 
needs; 

(4) promote a vigorous, comprehensive, 
and coordinated program of materials re
search and development consistent with the 
policies and priorities set forth in the Na
tional Science and Technology Polley, Or
ganization, and Priorities Act of 1976 (42 
U.S.C. 6601 et seq.); 

(5) promote cooperative research and de
velopment programs with other nations !or 
the equitable and !rugal use of materials and 
energy; 

(6) promote and encourage private enter-

prise in the development of economically 
sound and stable domestic materials indus
tries; and 

(7) encourage Federal agencies to faclll
tate availabillty and development of do
mestic resources to meet critical materials 
needs. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF POLICY 

SEc. 4. For the purpose of implementing 
the policies set forth in section 3 and the 
provisions of section 5 of this Act, the Con
gress declares that the President shall, 
through the Executive Office of the Presi
dent, coordinate the responsible depart
ments and agencies, and shall-

( I) direct that the responsible depart
ments and agencies identify, assist, and 
make recommendations !or carrying out ap
propriate policies and programs to ensure 
adequate, stable, and economical materials 
supplies essential to national security, eco
nomic well-being, and industrial production; 

( 2) support basic and applied research 
,and development to provide for, among 
other objectives--

(A) advanced science and technology !or 
the exploration, discovery, and recovery of 
nonfuel materials; 

(B) enhanced methods or processes for 
the more efficient production and use of re
newable and nonrenewable resources; 

(C) improved methods for the eX'traction, 
processing, use, recovery, and recycling of 
materials which en<:ourage the conservation 
of materials, energy, and :the environment; 
and 

(D) improved understanding of current 
and new materials performance, processing, 
substitution, and adaptabllity in engineering 
designs; 

(3) provide for improved collection, analy
sis, and dissemination of scientific, technical 
and economc materials information and 
data. from Federal, State, and local govern
ments and other sources as appropriate; 

(4) assess the need for and make recom
mendations concerning the availabiUty and 
adequacy of supply of technically trained 
pen;onnel necessary for materials research, 
developmen-t, extraction, harvest and in
dustrial practice, paying particular regard 
to the problem of attracting and maintain
ing high quality materials professionals in 
the Federal service. 

( 5) estS~blish early warning systems !or 
materials supply problems; 

(6) recommend to :the Congress appro
priate measures to promote industrial inno
vation in materials and materials tech
nologies; 

(7) encourage cooperative materials re
search and problem-solving by-

(A) privS~te corporations performing the 
same or related activities in materials in
dustries; and 

(B) Federal and State institutions having 
shared interests or objectives; 

(8) a!:sess Federal policies which adversely 
or positively affect all stages of the mate
rials cycle, from exploration ~to final product 
recycling and disposal including but not 
limited to, financial assistance and tax poli
cies for recycled and virgin sources of mate
rials and make recommendations for equal
izing any existing imbalances, or removing 
any impediments, which may be created by 
the application of Federal law and regula
tions to the market for materials; and 

(9) a!:sess the opportunities for the United 
States to promote cooperative multilateral 
and bilateral agreements for materials de
velopment in foreign nations for the pur
pose of increasing the reliability of mate
rials supplies to the Nation. 

PROGRAM PLAN AND REPORT TO CONGRESS 

SEc. 5. (a) Wi-thin 1 year after the date of 
enactment of thls Act, the President shall 
submit to the Congress-

(!) a program plan to implement such 
eXisting or prospective proposals and or-
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ganizational structures within the execu
tive branch as he finds necessary to carry 
out the provisions set forth in sections 3 and 
4 of this Act. The plan shall include pro
gram and budget proposals and organiza
tional struct'..lres providing for the following 
minimum elements: 

(A) policy analysis and decision determi
nation within the Executive Office of the 
President; 

(B) continuing long-range analysis of 
materials use to meet national security, eco
nomic, industrial and social needs; the ade
quacy and stabillty of supplies; and the 
industrial and economic implications of 
supply shortages or disruptions; 

(C ) continuing private sector consultation 
in Federal materials programs; and 

(D) interagency coordination at the level 
of the President's Cabinet; 

(2 ) recommendations for the collection, 
analysis , and dissemination of information 
concerning domestic and international long
range materials demand, supply and needs, 
including consideration of the establish
ment of a separate materials information 
agency patterned after the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics; and 

(3) recommendations for legislation and 
administrative initiatives necessary to rec
oncile policy conflicts and to establish pro
grams and institutional structures necessary 
to achieve the goals of a national materials 
policy. 

(b ) In accordance with the provisions of 
the National Science and Technology Policy, 
Organization , and Priorities Act of 1976 (42 
U.S .C. 6601 et seq.), the Director of the 
Office of Science and Technology Policy 
shall: 

(1) through the Federal Coordinating 
Council for Science, Engineering, and Tech
nology coordinate Federal materials research 
and development and related activities in 
accordance with the policies and objectives 
established in this Act; 

(2 ) place special emphasis on the long
range assessment of national materials needs 
related to scientific and technological con
cerns and the research and development, 
Federal and private, necessary to meet those 
needs; and 

(3 ' prepare an assessment of national 
materials needs related to scientific and 
technological changes over the next five 
years. Such assessment shall be revised on 
an annual basis. Where possible, the Direc
tor shall extend the assessment in ten
and twenty-five-year increments over the 
whole expected lifetime of such needs and 
technologies. 

(c) The Secretary of Commerce, in con
sultation with the Federal Emergency Man
agement Administration, the Secretary of 
the Interior, the Secretary of Defense, the 
Director of the Central In telllgence Agency, 
and such other members of the Cabinet as 
may be appropriate shall-

(1) within 3 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, identify and submit 
to the Congress a specific materials needs 
case related to national security, economic 
well-being and industrial production which 
will be the subject of the report required by 
paragraph (2) of this subsection; 

(2) within 1 year after the date of enact
ment of this Act, submit to the Congress a 
report which assesses critical materials 
needs in the case identified in paragraph ( 1) 
of this subsection, and which recommends 
programs that would assist in meeting such 
needs, including an assessment of economic 
stockpiles; and 

(3) continually thereafter identify and 
asess additional cases, as necessary, to ensure 
an adequate and stable supply of materials 
to meet national security, economic well
being and industrial production needs. 

(d) The Secretary ot Defense, together 
with such other members o! the Cabinet as 

are deemed necessary by the President, shall 
pre,)are a report assessing critical materials 
needs related to national security and 
identifying the steps necessary to meet 
those needs. The report shall include an 
assessment of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2061 et seq.), and 
the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock 
Plling Act (50 U .S.C. App. 98 et seq.). Such 
report shall be made available to the Con
gress within 1 year after enactment of this 
Act and shall be revised periodically as 
deemed necessary. 

(c) The Secretary of the Interior shall 
promptly initiate actions to-

(1) improve the capacity of the Bureau of 
Mines to assess international minerals sup
plies; 

(2) increase the level of mining and 
metallurgical research by the Bureau of Mines 
in critical and strategic minerals; and 

(3) improve the availabllity and analysis 
of mineral data in Federal land use decision
making; 

A report summarizing actions required by 
this subsection shall be made available to 
the Congress within 1 year after the enact
ment of this Act. 

(f) In furtherance of the policies of this 
Act, the Secretary of the Interior shall col
lect, evaluate, and analyze information con
cerning mineral occurrence, production, and 
use from industry, academia, and Federal 
and State agencies. Notwithstanding the 
provisions of section 552 of title 5, United 
States Code, data and information provided 
to the Department by persons or firms en
gaged in any phase of mineral or mineral
material production or large-scale consump
tion shall not be disclosed outside of the 
Department of the Interior in a nonaggre
gated form so as to disclose data and in
formation supplied by a single person or 
firm, unless there is no objection to the dis
closure of such data and information by the 
donor: Provided, however, That the Secretary 
may disclose nonaggregated data and in
formation to Federal defense agencies, or to 
the Congress upon official request for ap
oropriate purposes. 
THE MINYNG AND MINERALS POLICY ACT OF 1970 

SEc. 6. Nothing in this Act shall be in
terpreted as changing in any manner or 
degree the provisions of and requirements of 
the Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970 
(30 U.S .C. 21a). For the purposes of achiev
ing the objectives set forth in section 3 of 
this Act, the Congress declares that the 
President shall direct ( 1) the Secretary of 
the Interior to act immediately within the 
Department's statutory authority to attain 
the goals contained in the Mining and Min
erals Policy Act of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 21a) and 
(2) the Executive Office of the President to 
act immediately to promote the goals con
tained in the Mining and Minerals Policy Act 
of 1P70 (30 U.S .C. 21a) among the various 
departments and agencies. 

SEc. 7. Section 1001 (a) of title X of the 
Act of November 3, 1978 (Public Law 95-
586). is revised to read as follows: 

SEc. 1001. (a) The Congress hereby au
thorizes and directs that the rights to the 
:geothermal resources, including minerals 
present in the geothermal fiuid, presently 
vested in the United States of America in 
real property designated at tract 37, located 
in sections 2 and 11, township 3, north, range 
2 east, Boise meridian, Idaho, containing 
4 .13 acres more or less; 

"Tract 38, located in sections 1, 2, 11, and 
12, township 3 north, range 2 east, Boise 
meridian, Idaho, containing 449.16 acres 
more or less; 

"Unofficial tract 39, located in section 2, 
township 3 north, range 2 east, Boise meridi
an, Idaho, described as follows ; from the 
corner of sections 2 , 3, 10 and 11 , north 76 
degrees 26 minutes 17 seconds, east, 1,705.44 
feet, thence north 60 degrees 08 minutes 

east, 593.41 feet , thence north 25 degrees 28 
minutes west, 911.46 feet to north 25 de
grees 28 minutes west, 660.0 feet, thence 
north 69 degrees 47 minutes west, 933.24 feet, 
thence south 26 degrees 24 minutes east, 
544.50 feet, thence south 57 degrees 26 min
utes east, 240.24 feet, thence north 64 degrees 
32 minutes east, 795.30 feet and point of 
beginning, containing 14.644 acres more or 
less; 

"Unofficial tract 40, located in section 11, 
township 3 north, range 2 east, Boise meridi
an, Idaho, described as follows; from the 
corner of sections 2, 3, 10, and 11, south 84 
degrees 44 minutes east, 905.7 feet to the 
northwest corner of tract 40 and point of 
beginning, thence south 22 degrees 40 min
utes east, 593.75 feet, thence north 84 de
grees 45 minutes east, 940.20 feet, thence 
north 16 degrees 15 minutes west , 315.2 feet, 
thence north 87 degrees 45 minutes west, 
516.6 feet, thence south 68 degrees 14 min
utes west, 141.3 feet and point of beginning. 
containing 4.95 acres more or less; 

"Unofficial tract 44, located in section 2, 
township 3 north, range 2 east, Boise merid
ian, Idaho, described as follows: from the 
corner of sections 2, 3, 10 and 11, north 76 
degree3 26 minutes 17 seconds east, 1,705.44 
feet to the southwest corner of tract 44 and 
point or beginning, thence north 60 degrees 
08 minutes east, 593.41 feet, thence north 25 
degrees 28 minutes west, 911.46 feet, thence 
south 64 degrees 32 minutes west, 795.30 feet, 
thence south 67 degrees 21 minutes east, 
373.03 feet, thence north 58 degrees 18 min
utes east, 264.53 feet, thence south 74 degrees 
02 minutes east, 154.31 feet, thence south 14 
degrees 50 minutes west, 585 .02 feet, thence 
south 9 degrees 31 minutes east, 165.79 feet 
and point of beginning, containing 9.94 acres 
more or less; be transferred by the Secre
tary of the Interior in fee to the city of Boise 
upon payment by the city of Boise of the 
fair market value, as determined by the Sec
retary, of the rights conveyed.". 

SEc. 8. Title X of the Act of November 3, 
1978, is further amended by adding a new 
section 1003 to read as follows: 

"The Secretary of the Interior, through 
the Bureau of Land Management, is author
ized to utilize geothermal resources found 
under the parcel known as the Boise District 
Office Site, described as commencing at the 
southwest corner of the Old Fort Boise Mili
tary Reservation, thence north 70 degrees 0 
minutes east, 1,448.2 feet; thence north 4 
degrees 32 minutes east, 627 feet to the true 
point of beginning; thence the following 
courses and distances: south 87 degrees 8 
minutes west, 696.5 feet; thence north 21 
degrees 2 minutes west, 532 feet; thence 
south 69 degrees 4 minutes west, 21.9 feet; 
thence north 22 degrees 40 minutes west, 86.3 
feet; thence north 84 degrees 50 minutes 
east, 993.6 feet; thence south 4 degrees 32 
minutes west, 624.95 feet to the point of 
beginning; consisting of 11.53 acres, more or 
less, contained in section 11, township 3 
north, range 2 east, Boise meridian, Idaho.". 

Amend the title so as to read: "An Act 
to provide for a national policy for mate
rials and to strengthen the materials re
search, development, production capab1Uty, 
and performance of the United States, and 
for other purposes.". 

Mr. FUQUA <during the reading). Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
further reading of the Senate amend
ments be dispensed with, and that they 
be printed in the REcoRD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
ob:ection to the request of the gentleman 
from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the initial request of the 
gentleman from Florida? 
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Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 

the right to object, I do so to ask the 
chairman of the Committee on Science 
and Technology if he would explain the 
proceedings in the bill we are now con
sid : ring. 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WYDLER. I yield to the gentle
man fr::>m Florida. 

Mr. FUQUA. The bill, as passed by the 
House last D~cember and passed by the 
Senate, establishes a material policy in 
the U.S. Government so that we can have 
some better order in our materials policy. 

As the gentleman in the House is well 
aware, this is a very critical issue facing 
the future of this country. 

0 1: 20 
I might point out to the gentleman 

that attached to the bill was a nonger
mane amendment in the Senate, tech
nical in nature, to correct the title of 
some land that had been transferred in 
a bill last year that had an incorrect 
description, to correct that description 
located in the State of Idaho. 

I have conversed with the gentleman 
from Idaho and it has his concurrence. 
It is strictly technical in nature to cor
rect the title or description of the 
property. 

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 2743 as amended by the 
Senate, the National Materials and Min
erals Policy Research and Development 
Act of 1980. I am proud to say that I am 
one of the original cosponsors of this 
legislation which was introduced in 
1979. This bill has a long history of care
ful deliberation before our committee 
over several years. Mr. Speaker, as I said 
at the time the bill was introduced and 
as the Washington Post editorial "Is 
There a Resource War?" reiterated re
cently, we are dangerously dependent 
upon foreign sources of materials at a 
time when there is increasing interna
tional demand. We import over 58 per
cent of our needs for the 38 basic min
erals which comprise virtually all of the 
metals used in the United States. In the 
long run, I believe the shortage of mate
rials may prove just as serious as the en
ergy shortage. 

Energy policy and materials policy are 
intimately related. For example, new 
sources of energy such as fusion will re
quire access to highly exotic materials, 
many of which we must import and 
which are in short supply the world 
over. Materials could be one of the fun
damental limitations of the fusion energy 
program which I strongly advocate. We 
must support both fusion research and 
development, as well as efforts to pro
duce and process required new materials 
if that energy program is to be viable 
on a large scale. 

The interlocking of energy and mate
rials policy illustrates that we are deal
ing with more than just minerals and 
that we must consider the use of mate
rials throughout the whole life cycle, 
from l?roduction or mining through 
processmg to consumption and final dis
posal or recycling. We need more re
search and development in each of these 
stages of the life cycle. We also must re
member, as my colleague CAP HoLLEN-

BECK notes in his remarks, that research 
and development is not an end in itself; 
it must ultimately find application in 
industrial technology. I am pleased to 
see that the Senate amendment has 
greatly strengthened those provisions re
lating to the application of research and 
development to industrial innovation in 
all stages of the materials cycle. The 
materials policy which we will pass today 
should be a major part of the reindus
trialization which this Nation is begin
ning to consider and which we will carry 
out over the coming generation. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend my colleagues 
on the Science Committee for the long 
and hard work they have done to bring 
this bill to final consideration today. I 
particularly commend my colleague CAP 
HoLLENBECK who has long been the lead
ing advocate for action in the critical 
area of materials policy for our Nation's 
future. I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey <Mr. HoLLENBECK) who 
has played such an important role in 
bringing about its passage. 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the compromise 
amendment proposed by the Senate to 
H.R. 2743, the National Materials and 
Minerals Policy Research and Develop
ment Act of 1980. This bill, which has a 
long history in our Subcommittee on 
Science, Research, and Technology, was 
passed by the House last year by an 
overwhelming majority. I was very 
proud on that day. Today I am equally 
proud of this bill, for which I have 
worked a long time. The staff of our 
committee has also worked very hard to 
arrange the compromise with the Senate 
which is now finally before us. 

I will simply make two very brief 
points. First, once again I want to em
phasize my interest in long-range assess
ment. We simply must begin to base our 
materials policy, including materials re
search and development, upon the long
term cycles of technological change and 
materials production and consumption. 
These life cycles may last up to 40 or 
50 years. It is essential that we attempt 
to look forward that far, however im
perfectly. Otherwise, we will not spot 
potential shortages as well as problems 
of capitalization, technical training and 
necessary research and development in 
time for these problems to be averted. 

That brings to mind the second theme. 
When we passed this bill last December, 
I emphasized that materials research 
and development is not an end in itself. 
It must ultimately find application in 
industrial technology. Therefore, I fully 
supported the directive which the House 
Science Committee's report gave con
cerning the need for possible financial 
and tax measures to stimulate the im
plementation of research through indus
trial innovation. It was my view and it is 
still my view that when the President 
submits his recommendations for legis
lation under section 5 of this compro
mise bill, he should include measures of 
all types including possible financial and 
tax policy incentives. This provision is 
clearly within the intent of the policy 
statement contained in section 4, which 

states that the President shall "recom
mend to the Congress appropriate meas
ures to promote industrial innovation in 
materials technology." I think the com
promise bill has strengthened the House 
version of H.R. 2743 by making more 
specific the possible directions for the 
support of industrial innovation in many 
ways. I commend the Senate for making 
these changes. They are an essential part 
of a materials policy. 

My third point is that this bill defines 
"materials" very broadly. We must not 
think of this bill simply as a mineral 
bill because the solution to the problems 
of mineral shortages in many case will 
lie in the exploitation of new, nonmineral 
resources such as plastics and biologi
cally developed materials. Nor must we 
consider this bill as simply a bill devoted 
t::> more mineral production or even more 
material production. It attempts to span 
the entire gammut of the materials cycle 
from production through processing 
through consumption and through ulti
mate recycling or reuse. In this sense, I 
concur strongly with the recent Wash
ington Post editorial, "Is There a Re
source War?" which noted that the 
American Geological Society had 
sounded an alarm concerning potential 
mineral shortages. However, the edi
torial notes that this problem requires 
a far more extensive policy than simply 
stockpiling strategic minerals or ma
terials. It also must deal with such prob
lems as conservation and recycling. I am 
glad to see that the legislation before us 
specifically calls upon the President to 
assess Federal policies which adversely 
affect all stages of the materials cycle, 
including recycling and disposal. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
make the point that we cannot consider 
our national materials policy in a purely 
domestic context. Indeed, the very rea
son for this bill's being before us today 
is that we are increasingly dependent 
upon foreign sources of materials. In this 
context, I want to note, as I did last 
year, that the legislation declares that 
the Federal Government should promote 
cooperative research and development 
programs with other nations for the 
equitable and frugal use of energy. we 
must remember that the United States 
cannot continue to use approximately 30 
percent of the world's material and en
ergy resources when the needs of other 
nations are rising, too. We must develop 
more efficient and more frugal use of 
materials so as to permit a greater de
gree of equity in the sharing of the 
Earth's bountiful but limited resources. 
But must also realize that the effective
ness of our materials policy will be de
pendent upon our sympathy for the 
human development of many materials 
exporting nations, such as South Africa. 
We cannot ignore the demands for social 
and economic justice in these nations if 
we wish to insure long-term access to 
these necessary material resources. I 
would reiterate the comment of my col
league, the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
PEASE), which I noted in my remarks 
last December, namely: 

Our access to other countries' critical ma
terials rests on a very basic human founda
tion. It is essential that we demonstrate 
to under-developed countries that we care 
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about what happens to their people as much 
as we care about what happens to their 
raw materials. 

If we do not observe this principle, 
Mr. Speaker, in the long run, no tech
nological solution will provide a perma
nent solution to our national materials 
needs. 

Mr. Speaker, I think this legislation as 
amended by the Senate is excellent. I 
urge the House to adopt the Senate's 
amendments so that we may send it to 
the President for his signature as soon 
as possible. I thank my colleagues on 
the Science Committee and the staff of 
the Science Committee for having worked 
so long and hard to get this bill into the 
shape where we could consider it in its 
final form today. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. WYDLER. I yield to the gentle

man from Idaho. 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today in support of H.R. 2743, National 
Materials and Minerals Policy Research 
and Development Act of 1980. Today the 
United States sits anxiously on the side
lines awaiting the final outcome of the 
war between Iraq and Iran. We sit by 
anxiously knowing full well that that 
war could easily escalate into a full
scale regional conflagration which could 
sever the vital oil lifelines through the 
Straits of Hormuz to the United States 
and our free world allies. There is scarce
ly an American in this Nation that does 
not realize full well the implications for 
this Nation and for the life of the indi
vidual of this war in the Mideast simply 
as a result of America's dependence on 
foreign sources for oil. 

Yet as we watch and wonder and wor
ry over the longrun implications of that 
energy dependence, few worry, few are 
even aware of America's even more sig
nificant vulnerability as a result Of de
pendence on foreign sources for strategic 
and critical minerals. 

Too few today realize that America 
imports by 50 percent or more 24 of the 
32 minerals essential to our national 
economy and defense. Few are aware 
that of the most significant minerals
manganese, chromium, platinum, co
balt-we are nearly 100 percent depend
ent on foreign sources. Few have even 
begun to contemplate the future of. the 
Western world should war break out not 
in the Middle East, but in southern Af
rica, not in the Straits of Hormuz but 
around the Cape of Good Hope. 

Today America imports 42 percent of 
our manganese, 48 percent of our chro
mium . 76 percent of our cobalt, and 93 
percent of our platinum from one small 
and highly volatile region of the world
southern Africa. Free world depend
ence-that is our NATO allies and Ja
pan-is even greater. What would hap
pen to this Nation and to our allies 
should we be cut off from these minerals? 
One expert, a man witlh 30 years exper
ience in the strategic minerals area con
cludes that the Western World would be 
brought to its knees within 6 months. A 
West German Cabinet level study theor
ized that if West Germany was cut off 
from 30 percent of its chromium the na-

tion would suffer a 25-percent drop in 
GNP and 3 million West Germans would 
be out of work. Our National Academy of 
Sciences, discussing the possibility of a 
long-term embargo of chromium con
cluded that "America would suffer severe 
economic dislocation," dislocation much 
more serious than that resulting from an 
oil embargo. 

The experts are as one on this subject. 
America truly faces in the decades ahead 
a growing "resource war," a worldwide 
battle, not necessarily involving military 
forces, for the world's mineral resources. 
Recent information has come to light 
that the Soviet Union, once assumed 
self-sufficient regarding its mineral 
needs, is, as a result of labor, technical, 
ore grade, and capital difficulties, facing 
mineral shortages for itself and for its 
Warsaw Pact allies. As a result, the Soviet 
Union, once content to enter the market
place for the acquisition of capital or as 
a disruptive force, now is forced by in
ternal circumstances to obtain its min
eral needs from other sources. The other 
sources are in many cases the sources to 
which America looks for mineral sup
plies. Lest there be any doubt that the 
resource war has already begun, we need 
only examine the article appearing in 
this week's Business Week disclosing that 
one of the reasons that the Soviet Union 
invaded Afghanistan was for the acqui
sition of strategic and critical materials. 

In the face of all this, America does 
nothing. As we did in the days prior to 
the Arab oil embargo of 1973-74, when 
study after study warned of a dangerous 
dependence on unstable sources, we sit 
hoping for the best. Incredibly enough, 
we do not even have the good judgment 
to fear the worst. Rather, we have no 
fear. We continue down the same "it can
not happen to us" polyanna approach re
garding nonfuel minerals as character
ized our attitude nearly a decade ago in 
fuel minerals. 

In the face of this unfolding drama, 
concerned Members of Congress urged 
upon President Carter a careful review 
and analysis of the nature of the peril
ous road down which we had begun to 
travel. Such a review was initiated in 
December 1977. Today, nearly 3 years 
later, after the expenditure of nearly 
$3.5 million and 13,000 man-days, the 
review is dead. In fact, the only docu
ment prepared during the course of that 
review, a 42-page summation of the prob
lems, was condemned by each and every 
witness who appeared at the public hear
ings held across the Nation regarding 
that report. Not a single witness, neither 
environmentalist or industry representa
tive, nor independent analyst, spoke in 
favor of that document. Perhaps the 
greatest failure of the Presidential 
review was its lack of recognition of the 
severity of the crisis and the need for 
positive action. The Carter administra
tion is engaged in an extremely danger
ous head-in-the-sand attitude regarding 
minerals policy, pretending it is not 
there, hoping it will go away. 

A decade ago the 91st Congress 
adopted the Mining and Minerals Policy 
Act of 1970. It is clear from the legisla
tive history of that act that the Con-

gress fully intended the Mining and 
Minerals Policy Act to stand as a coun
terforce for the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969, another bill adopted 
during the 91st Congress. What one was 
to do for environmental protection, the 
other was to do for the protection of the 
most critical element of an industrial 
society-the raw materials out of which 
that society builds its future. While 
NEPA ballooned, was expanded beyond 
all expectations of the 91st Congress into 
a multimillion dollar executive program 
requiring Federal agencies to jump 
through numerous hoops held at varying 
heights by the Council on Environmental 
Quality, the Mining and Minerals Policy 
Act of 1970 atrophied into nonexistence. 

Today the Secretary of the Interior of 
the Carter administration has denied in 
correspondence with the Mines and Min
ing Subcommittee any authority to take 
any action under that act to promote 
and encourage the minerals industry. 
Notwithstanding the efforts of the Secre
tary of the Interior to assert and claim 
power in numerous diverse circum
stances in this one area, he has abdi
cated his duty and responsibility. With 
regard to the minerals industry, asserts 
the Secretary, he is powerless to act. 
Thus, as a result of the purposeful abdi
cation by the Department of the Interior 
of its executive branch responsibility 
under the Mining and Minerals Policy 
Act and as a result of a Presidential 
pretention that the problem simply does 
not exist, we have continued to take 
action which has effectively forced our 
once strong and vital minerals industry 
out of business. 

Notwithstanding the vastness of 
America's mineral potential and it is 
that, we find ourselves dependent on 
foreign sources, unstable, uncertain for
eign sources, for the minerals essential 
to our very existence. Thus, we have con
tinued to withdraw mineral rich Fed
eral lands from the mining law, we have 
continued to enforce tunnel-visioned 
environmental regulations, we have con
tinued to use antitrust statutes as a 
reason for antibusiness, we have con
tinued to frustrate the ability of the 
mining industry to capitalize itself and 
we have adopted a national foreign 
policy which is devoid of any recogni
tion of the importance of minerals. 

We do all this, Mr. Speaker, notwith
standing the Mining and Mineral Policy 
Act of 1970. Thus today we bring to the 
floor another effort to send a message 
to the executive branch as to the seri
ousness of America's minerals vulner
ability. Once again this Congress will at
tempt to deliver to the President and his 
top aides indication .that the Congress 
wants the development of a unified na
t~onal policy regarding nonfuel minerals. 
It is no longer permissible for EPA to 
restri-ct the minerals industry and force 
the cl·osure of smelting and refining fa
cilities. It is no longer permissible for 
the Department of the Interior by Ex
ecU!tive order and by administrative fiat 
to declare off limits to exploration nearly 
two-thirds of the public's land. It is no 
longer permissible for the Department of 
State to continue its foreign policy as 
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if the United States did not depend 
upon certain specific nations for min
erals critical to our national survival. 
It is no longer permissible for the De
partment of Defense to behave as a 
mere "consumer" of minerals, hoping 
that other agencies and departments will 
insure the availability of those minerals 
necessary for high teohnology defense 
weaponry. It is no longer permissible for 
the Department of Justice and the Fed
eral Trade Commission, by their inter
pretation of 80-year old statutes to de
clare war on America's minerals in
dustry. 

Rather, the President, as the repre
sentative of the Nat!on must assure that 
the Nation and the American people 
have the minerals necessary for the con
tinuation of our highly sophisticated in
dustrial economy. He can only do so by 
the development and the implementa
tion of a national, truly national min
erals policy. Today, we send him another 
in the long line of tools to do that job. 
Let us hope for the first time he takes 
that action. I urge adoption of this 
legislation. 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WYDLER. I yield to the gentle· 
man from Florida. 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to call up for consideration H.R. 
2743, the National Materials and Min
erals Policy Research and Development 
Act of 1980, as amended and passed by 
the Senate. H.R. 2743 passed the House 
last December by a vote of 398 to 8. The 
Senate in its deliberations has incorpo
rated several new provisions in the ver
sion now under consideration, which 
clarifies the roles of several Federal de
partments in establishing and imple
menting a national materials policY. 

Nonetheless, the basic concerns noted 
last year by the Committee on Science 
and Technology-the concern of balanc
ing our energy and environmental poli
cies with those of materials; the concern 
for establishing a strong, comprehensive, 
and coordinated materials research and 
development program; the concern for 
long-range assessment of our materials 
needs; and the concern for assessing crit
ical materials related to national secu
rity-have all been preserved in the ver
sion recently passed by the Senate. 

As now written the bill would require 
the President to return to Congress with
in 1 year with a program plan for im
plementing the policies and objectives as 
described in the bill and to provide the 
necessary organizational structure to 
that end. Further, the omce of Science 
and Technology Policy, within the Ex
ecutive omce of the President, would be 
required to coordinate Federal materials 
R. & D. and related activities as well as 
implement a 5-year assessment--and 
where possible extend that assessment 
by 10- and 25-year increment~-of ma
terials needs related to scientific and 
technological concerns. 

Under the coordination of the Execu
tive omce of the President, the Secre
taries of Commerce, Defense, and In
terior are directed to take soecific actions 
related to materials and materials policy. 
The Secretary of Commerce will identify 

and submit to Congress a specific ma
terials needs case related to national se
curity, economic well-being, and indus
trial production. 

The Secretary of Defense will be re
sponsible for providing within 1 year an 
assessment of critical materials needs re
lated to national security. This assess
ment is expected to be revised regularly 
as determined necessary. 

The Secretary of the Interior will take 
a number of steps to provide for stable 
supplies of materials. These steps include 
improving our capacity to assess interna
tional minerals supplies, increasing min
ing and metallurgical R. & D. of critical 
and strategic minerals, and improve the 
availability and analysis of materials 
and mineral data. 

Each of these programs and activities, 
as well as the reports and assessments re
quired, are expected to be carried out in a 
consistent and cohesive manner under 
the coordination of the Executive omce 
of the President. The intent here is that 
each of the Departments and/or Federal 
agencies not go in divergent directions 
in implementing this bill. 

As I noted when introducing this bill 
18 months ago and as I stated last De
cember, we do not see this bill as a gen
eral panacea to our national materials 
problems. H.R. 2743 is only the start in 
trying to deal with this complex issue. I 
strongly recommend this measure to my 
colleagues and urge its adoption. 
e Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 2743, 
the "National Materials and Minerals 
Policy, Research and Development Act of 
1980.'' As noted by the chairman of the 
Committee on Science and Technology, 
this bill enjoyed strong support in its 
passage last December in the House. The 
Senate, after due deliberation and after 
certain changes designed to strengthen 
implementation, has concurred with the 
House with an equally strong vote in 
favor of passage. 

Since the Policy Commission in 1952 
at least a dozen major commissions, 
studies or investigations on materials 
have been carried out. Each of those 
commissions emphasized the need for a 
coherent national materials policy and 
implementing strategy. Unfortunately, 
despite the recognition of the need, no 
national materials policy has been forth
coming. H.R. 2743 represents the first 
time Congress has passed a bill to create 
a comprehensive national materials pol
icy and to establish a means for develop
ing strategy for its implementation. 

Let us be clear about what is intended 
by this bill. We are not asking for yet one 
more study. Those of us who have con
sidered this problem in depth are con
vinced that further major studies are not 
necessary. We have a wealth of infor
mation and ideas now at hand. What is 
necessary is action by the President to 
begin addressing the problems we have 
identified in the course of creating this 
bill: 

We must look to means of mitigating 
our present overwhelming dependence 
on such strategically critical material::; 
such as cobalt, manganese, chromium. 
and platinum. 

We must provide a strong coherent and 

coordinated program of applied and 
basic materials research in extractive 
metallurgy, materials processing, devel
opment of new materials, recycling, sub
stitution and disposal. 

We must organize the information now 
available on basic materials-domestic 
and international-such that it can be 
readily accessed by the top policy and 
decisionmakers in the Federal Govern
ment. 

We must provide for long-range assess
ment of our materials needs and the 
means necessary to meet those needs. 

We must create an organizational 
structure within the Executive omce of 
the President which will serve as the 
focal point for the materials policies, 
programs and initiatives of the Federal 
Government. 

We must determine new strategies for 
working cooperatively with the develop
ing world to help them in discovering and 
establishing new materials industries and 
in helping us by providing more diver
gent sources of crucial materials. 

In short we must begin by acting now 
rather than awaiting for the inevitable 
materials problems that loom on the 
horizon for this Nation. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to adopt 
the Senate version of H.R. 2743.e 
G Mr. SANTINI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 2743, the National Mate
rials and Minerals Policy Act of 1980. 
Initially, I want to commend Chairman 
FuQUA and Mr. BROWN of the Committee 
on Science and Technology for their 
perseverance and commitment to this 
legislation. 

My Subcommittee on Mines and Min
ing has spent almost 2 years attempt
ing in vain to keep on track the admin
istration nonfuel minerals policy review. 
This effort started out as a legitimate 
examination of America's mineral prob
lems. I am sorry to report that what 
we thought would be an honest effort 
to review the problems and propose solu
tions was almost a total waste of time 
and money yielding no tangible results. 
Not one Federal agency recognized its 
own cherished goals, regulations, or poli
cies as worthy of the slightest change 
to accomplish the larger need of assur
ing this Nation the availability of the 
minerals so essential to its economy and 
its national security. 

The Department of the Interior saw 
no need to reconsider its negative atti
tude on public land use in support of 
mineral search and development. The 
Treasury saw no need to look at the Tax 
Code as a way that may stimulate the 
competitiveness of the American min
erals industry. And the Environmental 
Protection Agency sees its environmental 
goals as overriding all other national 
goals. The only conclusion I can draw 
from the frustrating, unproductive effort 
of the administration's nonfuel minerals 
policy review is that there simply is no 
commitment, or even an understanding 
of the indispensability of the Nation's 
minerals to every facet of an industrial 
society. 

Perhaps the single most distressing as
pect of the fruitless effort was its pur
poseful ignorance of the inherent prob
lems to this Nation from our import vul
nerability that is growing in an increas-
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ingly complex and unsettled world. While 
America seems purposely driven to ex
port thjs basic and essential industry, the 
rest of the world is increasingly moti
vated by resource politics. While we seem 
to go forward unconcerned with our vul
nerability and the dangers involved, the 
rest of the world is making every effort 
to strengthen its mineral position. 

H.R. 2743 is a good first step. But, we 
must be prepared to do more. My only 
reservations about this legislation is that 
it will leave much in the way of discre
tion on the part of agencies within the 
executive to improve the mineral supply 
r-;ituation for the Nation in the years 
:thead. 

I think we should recognize that ma
terials research and development will 
not in itself guarantee the flow of min
eral raw materials to keep our economy 
going and our defense systems secure. 
More reports and studies by the execu
tive-if motivated by other goals at cross 
purposes to mineral development-will 
not produce minerals or guarantee their 
supply. We have learned the hard way 
that good will on the part of the Secre
tary of the Interior to implement the 
Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970 
has not provided any meaningful results. 

I strongly endorse H.R. 2743 as a 
notable first effort that leaves no ques
tion of the sincerity of Congress with 
respect to the commonsense direction 
America must take. However, we are go
ing to have to provide more specific 
legislation in the next Congress to make 
sure that we keep moving in the right 
direction. 

The Subcommittee on Mines and Min
ing just released its own report on Sep
tember 21, 1980. That report, I believe, 
;.pells out the individual problems and 
~;he right direction. 

I therefore urge my colleagues to sup
port this legislation.• 
e Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 2743 as amended by the 
Senate, the National Materials and 
Minerals Policy, Research and Develop
ment Act of 1980. I am proud to say that 
I am one of the original cosponsors of 
this legislation which was introduced 
\n 1979 and which itself has a long his
~ory in earlier versions before our com
mittee over several years. Mr. Speaker, 
.1s I said at that time and as the Wash
ington Post editorial "Is There a Re
!lource War?" reiterated recently, we are 
dangerously dependent upon foreign 
sources of materials at a time when there 
is increasing international demand. We 
import over 58 percent of our needs for 
the 38 basic minerals which comprise 
virtually all of the metals used in the 
United States. In the long run I believe 
the shortage of materials will prove just 
as serious as the energy shortage. 

Energy policy and materials policy are 
intimatelv related. For example, new 
sources of energy such as fusion will re
quire access to highly exotic materials 
many of which we must import and 
which. are in short supply the world over. 
Mater1als could be one of the fundamen
tal limitations of the fusion energy pro
gram which I strongly advocate. We 
must support both fusion research and 
development, as well as efforts to produce 

and process required new materials if 
that energy program is to be viable on a 
large scale. 

The interlocking of energy and mate
rials policy illustrates that we are deal
ing with more than just minerals and 
that we must consider the use of mate
rials throughout the whole life cycle, 
from production or mining through proc
essing to consumption and final disposal 
or recycling. We need more research and 
development in each of these stages of 
the life cycle. We also must remember, 
that research and development is not an 
end in itself; it must ultimately find 
application in industrial technology. I 
am pleased to see that the Senate 
amendment has greatly strengthened 
those provisions relating to the ap
plication of research and development 
to industrial innovation in all stages of 
the materials cycle. The materials pol
icy which we will pass today should be 
a major part of the reindustrialization 
which this Nation is beginning to con
sider and which we will carry out over 
the coming generation. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend my colleagues 
on the Science Committee for the long 
and hard work they have done to bring 
this bill to final consideration today. I 
particularly commend my colleague CAP 
HoLLENBECK who has long been the lead
ing advocate for action in the critical 
area of materials policy for our Nation's 
future. I urge my colleagues here to sup
port this bill today. • 

GENERAL LEA V1!! 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to revise 
and extend their remarks on the subject 
of the bill before us now. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, withdraw 

my reservation of objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the initial request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
FLORIO)? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

SITUATION OF SE'VEN PENTECOS
TALS LIVING IN U.S. EMBASSY IN 
MOSCOW 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Foreign A1Iairs be discharged from 
further consideratil)n of the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 409) express\ng 
the deep concern of the Congress about 
the deprivation by the Soviet Union of 
the right of Christian~ to freedom of 
religion and, in particular, about the 
situation of the seven Pentecostals now 
living in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow, 
and their families, and ask for its im
mediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the ti tie of the con
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Wisconsin? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-

ing the right to object, I would ask the 
distingushed chairman to explain the 
resolution. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Alabama yield? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Certainly. 
Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of House 

Concurrent Resolution 409, expressing 
the deep concern of the Congress about 
the deprivation by the Soviet Union of 
the right of Christians to freedom of 
religion :tnd, in particular, about the 
situation of the seven Pentecostals now 
living in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow, 
and their families. 

House Concurre~t Resolution 409, 
which was introduced by our colleague, 
the Honorable LESTER L. WOLFF and 
73 cosponsors, was considered and ap
proved by the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs on September 10, 1980. 

The resolution voices great concern 
over the Soviet denial of its citizens' 
rights to free worship. It notes with par
ticular distress the seven Pentecostal 
Christians presently housed in the U.S. 
Embassy in Moscow who fear for their 
lives should they leave. The legislation 
cites a series of Soviet commitments 
which are violated by Soviet suppres
sion of religious freedom, including the 
Final Act of the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe. Passage of 
House Concurrent Resolution 409 is par
ticularly timely in view of the upcoming 
meeting in Madrid of the signatories to 
the Helsinki accords in November. It will 
enable the U.S. delegation to attend the 
conference with an expression, in hand, 
registering congressional displeasure 
over the Soviet policy. 

The operative part of the resolution 
calls on the President to do the follow
ing: 

Convey congressional concern over 
Soviet Treatment of its Christian 
citizenry; 

Give special attention to the plight of 
the seven Pentecostals, who have sought 
refuge within the American Embassy in 
Moscow, in order to achieve their safe 
release and emigration from the Soviet 
Union; and 

Report to Congress on the prospects 
for religious freedom within the Soviet 
Union. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
House Concurrent Resolution 409, in 
recognition of the rights of Soviet 
Christians and the interest of religious 
freedom. 

Mr BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, fur
ther reserving the right to object, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
WOLFF). 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I raise a 
point of great concern to all Americans 
who know the value and the necessity 
of the right to freedom of religious prac
tice. Today I would like to call upon the 
Congress to recognize the systematic 
violation of this basic human right by 
the Government of the Soviet Union. The 
religious freedom of Soviet Jews has 
long been a prominent issue brought be
fore the Congress, however, the plight of 
Soviet Christians and Moslems has re
ceived li'ttle critical attention. 
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The official ideology of the "Great 
October Revolution" of 1917 professed 
imposed atheism. In the violent after
math of the storming of the Winter 
Palace and then again during the Rus
sian Civil War there was a veritable orgy 
of destrtrotion of churches, monasteries, 
and synagogues. This desecration of the 
material symbols of religion was accom
panied by the violent liquidation of the 
clergy and a massive antireligious propa
ganda campaign in the government con
troled press. Such a concerted effort to 
eradicate the practice of religion in any 
form had never before taken place. Yet, 
religion lived on in the Soviet Union. 

The ponderous weight of Soviet gov
ernmental discouragement, the syste
matic efforts to discredit religion in the 
schools, and even the brutal repression 
of those known in the Soviet Union only 
as "believers" has not been able to elimi
nate widespread worship or to squelch 
the strangled cries of those who are 
denied their right to freedom of religious 
conscience. The survival of reLgious 
spirit in the openly hostile environment 
of the Soviet state is an encouraging 
statement about the resilience and cour
age of the human spirit. 

Today there is a glaring example of 
the oppressive treatment received by So
viet citizens who attempt to exercise 
their right to freedom of religious con
science. At this moment there are seven 
Soviet Pentecostalists living in the U.S. 
Embassy in Moscow, awaiting an oppor
tunity to come to the United States. 
These victims of Soviet human rights 
violations have been in the Embassy since 
June 27, 1978. It is significant that these 
Soviet citizens decided to turn to such 
drastic acton as bursting into the U.S. 
Embasy in their desperate search for re
ligious freedom. Not only does their de
cision reftect the intensity of Soviet re
ligious persecution, but it demonstrates 
the basic trust and respect which the op
pressed of other countries have for the 
United States. 

There have been many instances of 
foreign citizens fteeing the oppressive 
human rights condit;ons of their native 
country by fteeing into the haven of the 
American Embassy in recent years. The 
exodus of CUbans witnessed this spring 
comes to mind, as does the report of a 
Soviet soldier seeking political asylum in 
the U.S. Embassy in Kabul, Afghanistan 
which was in Tuesday's New York Times. 
It is no coincidence that these events 
have taken place in countries of the So
viet bloc. The despicable human rights 
record of the Soviet Union and its client 
states is well known to all, and cannot 
be hidden from view by the acrid smoke 
screen of Soviet propaganda. 

The upcoming Madrid Conference for 
the review of compliance with the Hel
sinki accords provides the United States 
with an excellent opportunity to express 
our abhorrence of the Soviet Union's hu
man rights policies. 

The U.S.S.R. is a signatory to a long 
list of international agreements on 
human rights, including: The U.N. In
ternational Covenant on Civil and Poli
tical Rights (article 12 of which specifies 
the right to leave one's own country) 
the Final Act of the Conference on Secu~ 

rity and Cooperation in Europe (which 
formally reco6Ilized the right to "profess 
and practice religion or belief in accord
ance with the dictates of conscience"), 
articles 1 and 55 of the Charter of the 
United Nations, articles 13 and 18 of the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 
and perhaps most hypocritical of all, ar
ticle 52 of the Constitution of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics-which 
states that citizens of the U.S.S.R. ' 'are 
guaranteed freedom of conscience, that 
is, the right to profess any religion • • • 
and to perform any religious worship." 
The Soviet Union must be put on notice 
that the United States regards Soviet 
disrespect of international agreements 
and the systematic violation of human 
rights as unacceptable behavior for a 
20th century state. The persecution of 
Soviet "believers" must be stopped and 
their right to emigrate must be recog
nized. The reverent worship of God can
not be replaced with ideological kow
towing. 

Given the plight of the seven Pente
costalists, and that of all "believers" in 
the Soviet Union, I feel that it is impera
tive that we express the concern of the 
U.S. Congress in this critical matter. I 
have introduced, in conjunction with 
Representative BucHANAN, House Con
current Resolution 397 which expresses 
the sense of the Congress that-

First, the President should convey to 
the Government of the Soviet Union the 
deep concern of the Congress over the 
deprivation of the rights of Christians 
and Jews in the Soviet Union; 

Second, the Fresident should give spe
cial emphasis to the situation of the 
seven Pentecostalists now living in the 
U.S. Embassy in Moscow with the ob
jective of assuring their safety and ob
taining permission for them and their 
family members to emigrate from the 
Soviet Union; and 

Third, the President should report to 
Congress on steps taken in accordance 
with this resolution on the prospects for 
improvement in recognition of religious 
freedom by the Government of the So
viet Union for all Soviet citizens who 
hold religious beliefs including Jews and 
Moslems. 

I call on all Members of Congress to 
support this resolution, in order to send 
a message to the men in the Kremlin 
that we value the rights of all men 
everywhere. The continued violation of 
the right to freedom of religion by the 
Soviet Government shall not go un
noticed. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, fur
ther reserving the right to object, I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
GUYER). 

Mr. GUYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise on be
half of House Concurrent Resolution 
409. I wish to commend the gentlemen, 
Mr. WOLFF and Mr. BUCHANAN, for bring
ing this measure to the ftoor, and the 
Foreign Affairs Committee for favorably 
considering it. Last year I had the ex
perience of traveling with Mr. WoLFF to 
the Soviet Union, and while we were in 
Moscow several of us talked with the 
seven Pentecostals who are in refuge in 
our Embassy there, as well as two out-

standing Pentecostal leaders who were 
in Moscow at pain of imprisonment if 
their whereabouts were discovered. 

Mr. Speaker, it is obvious that, at 
the best, religious freedom enjoyed by 
Christians in the Soviet Union is far from 
satisfactory. For a Christian group to be 
legal in the Soviet Union is to run the 
risk of having the church domesticated 
by the state, so to speak. While there are 
some benefits in having an otndally rec
ognized status, there is a real danger of 
having the Communist Government of 
the U.S.S.R. manipulate the leadership 
and thus control the activities of the 
church. Christians who resist this kind 
of relationship with the state and live 
more openly by biblical tenets risk hav
ing their livelihoods taken from them, 
their children deprived of education, and 
their families' futures destroyed. For 
those in this country who take their free
doms lightly, this should be a reminder 
of how well off we in this country are, 
and how bad off we might be. 

The obvious question is "what can we 
do?" I think that we ought to be heard 
on this at least. I would hate for it to be 
said that the U.S. Congress never ex
pressed its concern about the fate of 
Christians in the Soviet Union. After we 
have gone on record about human rights 
in countries from Korea to Chile to Indo
nesia to South Africa to Turkey to Spain, 
we would be remiss if we did not make 
our opinion clear on this issue as well. 

One of these days, perhaps by the grace 
of God the Soviet Union might learn that 
Christians, given the freedom to pursue 
their faith, would be good and support
ive citizens. Such freedom is prescribed 
in the Soviet constitution. But in the 
meantime, we must maintain a vigilance 
on behalf of Soviet Christians. It is the 
least we can do. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the adoption of 
this resolution. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I, too, want to join in this resolution. I 
commend the distinguished chairman of 
our committee for bringing it to the 
ftoor. 

Mr. Speaker, the plight of the seven 
Pentecostals now Fving in the U.S. Em
bassy in Moscow is indeed a desperate 
one. They fear for their lives if they even 
set foot out of our Embassy grounds. 

In August 1979 I had the opportunity 
of visiting the U.S. Embassy in Moscow 
with the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
WoLFF). At that time, we discussed these 
problems personally with the Vaschenko 
and Chmykhalov families who have been 
living in our Embassy for more than 2 
years while they seek permission to emi
grate. They arrived at our Embassy, 
seeking asylum after their basic human 
rights were repeatedly violated by the 
Soviet Government. 

Since their arrival, the Soviet Govern
ment has intercepted mail intended for 
them and has refused to deliver cloth
ing gathered in this country for them. 
Other family members not in the Em
bassy have been harassed and jailed. 
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One son, Sasha Vaschenko, has been re
peatedly subjected to harsh conditions 
in an isolation cell and to physical abuse. 

The plight of the Vaschenko and 
Chmykhalov families is another tragic 
example of the continuing and increas
ing practice by the Soviet Government to 
violate even those r.nost basic rights of 
religious liberty, family reunification 
and emigration, to name but a few. 

Basic humanitarian concerns demand 
their release. 

As a cosponsor of House Concurrent 
Resolution 409, I strongly urge the adop
tion of this resolution. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, I yield to 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
DORNAN). 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, as an
other one of those members of the Wolff 
delegation who was honored to meet with 
the Vashchenkos and the other family 
entrapped in our Embassy, I also want 
to associate myself with this resolution 
and point out that as cruel as this par
ticular case is, the case of Raoul Wallen
berg, the Swedish hero who saved so 
many hundreds of Hungarian citizens 
o.f the Jewish faith, still rotting in a 
Soviet dungeon somewhere, cries out for 
resolution this year and, hopefully, may
be under the 97th Congress. 

I thank the distinguished chairman 
and I thank the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. WoLFF) for all his help over 
the 2 years. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, I yield to 
the gentleman from Dlinois <Mr. DER
WINSKI). 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the resolution and point out 
that this is one of the more visible of 
the practices of the Soviet Union. We 
must all keep in mind their complete 
denial of religious freedom, freedom of 
speech and the things we take for grant
ed. This should be a reminder to all of 
us of the conditions behind the Iron 
Curtain. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, fur
ther reserving the right to object, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
KEMP). 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
my friend yielding. 

I, too, share in the cause that is rep
resented behind this resolution: I can
not think of a way that the Congress 
could speak out more clearly on behalf of 
those Christians behind the Soviet 
Union, who because of their belief in the 
Bible and their desire to worship God, 
who are incarcerated, denied those basic 
human rights, this resolution goes to the 
heart of that. 

I congratulate the gentleman from 
New York and strongly associate myself 
with his remarks. 

I appreciate my friend from Alabama 
yielding. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, the last 
2 years have borne dramatic witness to 
the continuing and, indeed, increasing 
repression within the Soviet Union. 

For more than 2 years the members of 
two Siberian families, the Va Shchenkos 
and the Chmykhalovs have taken refuge 
in our Embassy in Moscow-victims of 

repeated violations of their most basic 
rights. 

They have been denied the religious 
freedom guaranteed by the Soviet Con
stitution, the Helsinki Final Act and oth
er international agreements. 

They have been denied the right to 
emigrate, again in violation of interna
tionally accepted human rights prac
tices. 

Their mail has been censored or in
terrupted. 

Members of their families have been 
arrested and subjected to inhumane 
treatment and physical abuse. 

Today, Sasha Vaschenko is in a forced 
labor camp subjected to treatment .remi
niscent of that of World Warn concen
tration camps. He was sent into isola
tion at one point for merely attempting 
to write a letter to his falnily. 

And so, faced with this history, seven 
members of these two Pentacostal fam
ilies sought asylum in our Embassy-the 
only way that they could see to flee the 
repression of their own government. 

They fear for their lives should they 
leave and Embassy grounds and the So
viet Government has refused even to 
consider their request that they and the 
other members of their families be per
mitted to emigrate. 

Only a couple of weeks ago, Jane Drake 
of the Society of Americans for Vaschen
ko Emigration <SAVE> personally car
ried a box of clothing for these families 
into the Soviet Embassy in Washington. 
The next day, that cloth;_ng was returned. 
The Soviet Government refused even to 
deliver one box of clothing to their own 
citizens. 

There can be no question but that the 
actions of the Soviet Government are a 
deliberate denial of the basic rights of 
the members of these families. 

As a member of the Commission on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe, I 
have listened with sadness and horror 
to the testimony of stepped up attacks on 
religious believers within the Soviet Un
ion such as these Pentacostals. 

Basic humanitarian concern demands 
that these individuals and the other 
members of their families from whom 
they have been separated for so long be 
reunited. 

Basic humanitarian concern demands 
that they be permitted to emigrate. 

With this resolution this body will go 
on record in strong support of the rights 
of these families and in strong condem
nation of the Soviet repression which 
has denied them their rights. 

I urge its adoption. 
o Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of House Concurrent Resolution 
409. I am deeply disturbed by the perse
cution of Christians and our religious 
groups in the Soviet Union. House Con
current Resolution 409 is a positive step 
to bring attention to these horrendous 
practices. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
insert in the RECORD an art;cle from the 
September 13, 1980, issue of the Econo
mist, that clearly describes the situation 
in the Soviet Union: 

A CRUSADE AGAINST THE CHRISTIANS 

The Soviet army has yet to launch its 
widely expected offensive against the rebels 
ln Afghanistan, but on the home front the 

post-Olympics campaign against Russia's 
own dissidents is in full swing. One of its 
main targets this time are the Christians. 

Last Monday a court in Ka.linin passed 
sentence on Mr. Alexander Ogorodnikov, a 
prominent Russian Orthodox layman and 
founder of an unofficial Orthodox seminar. 
He was given six years in a labour camp, fol
lowed by five of internal exile, which means 
enforced residence in a remote town of the 
KGB's choice. His all-embracing crime--"an
ti-Soviet agitation and propaganda"-was 
the same as that of another prominent reli
gious dissident figure, Father Gleb Yakunin, 
who got five years in a camp and five of in
ternal exile on August 28th. 

Father Yakunin had founded, back in 
1976. a body called the Christian Committee 
for the Defense of Believers' Rights. The 
committee--the religious counterpart of the 
Helsinki monitoring group led by Professor 
Yori Orlov (in prison since 1978)-kept a 
watch on abuses of bellevers' rights in the 
Soviet Union and advised them of their legal 
rights. It investigated the position of the 
Russian Orthodox Christians, the Roman 
Cathollcs in Lithuania, the Seventh-Day Ad
ventists and other groups. Although Father 
Yakunin's trial was officially an "open" one, 
only his wife was allowed to attend. 

On August 29th, the day after Father Ya
kunin's sentence, Mr. Tatyana Velikanova. a 
mathematic1an, Russian Orthodox bellever 
and member of the now virtually 
dismembered Helsinki group of human rights 
monitors, was sentenced to !our years plus 
five of internal exile. The court claimed that 
the reports Mrs. Velikanova helped to pre
pare were "slanderous". One of Father Ya
kunin's closest associates, Mr. Lev Regelson, 
a physicist by training and a prominent Or· 
thodox lajman, is expected to be tried later 
this month, and so is another religious ac
tivist, Mr. Viktor Kapltanchuk. 

Not everybody was actually brought to 
trial: a well-known Orthodox preacher, 
Father Dimitri Dudko, was sufficiently soft· 
ened up in prison to make a pubUc recan
tation on Moscow television earUer this sum
mer. But most of the others are thought to 
be shouldering their burden stoically. Mr. 
Ogorodnikov, who had been on a hunger 
strike !or 102 days, ha.d enough strength left 
to shout after the announcement of his sen
tence: "Long live Russia". Father Yakunin is 
reported to have said: "I thank God !or this 
test that He has sent me. I consider it a great 
honour and, as a Christian. accept it gladly". 

He, and other dissidents, have had no sup
port from the official Orthodox church. The 
Moscow patriarch and other church leaders 
particularly dislike Father Yakunin who, 1n 
1965, accused them of silence and inactivity 
during the previous major wave of religious 
persecution in Russia in 1958-59. 

In Britain, the British Council of Churches 
has conveyed its protest and a small clergy 
committee to defend Russian Christians ls 
campaigning on their behalf. Their plight 
will be raised at the Helsinki follow-up con
ference in Madrid in November; the prepara
tory meeting started this week. But in Ge
neva the World Council of Churches, normally 
quick to protest against arbitrary state ac
tion, h:ts not yet spoken up !or the perse
cuted Russian Christians. Could lt be because 
the official leaders of the Russian Orthodox 
church, over which the Soviet authorities 
have a strong hold, are among the wcc·s 
most infiuential members? e 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, I yield to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin <Mr. 
ZABLOCKI). 

GENERAL LEA V!! 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
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revise and extend their remarks on the 
pending concurrent resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, my col

leagues have spoken eloquently and well, 
and I withdraw my reservation of objec
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin <Mr. ZABLOCKI)? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the concurrent resolu

tion, as follows: 
H. CoN. RES. 409 

Whereas the right to the free practice and 
expression of faith by Christians in the So
viet Union, including Baptists, Evangelicals, 
Pentecostals, and members of the Russian 
Orthodox Church, has been systematically 
denied; 

Whereas these rights include freedom o! 
worship according to the tenets of their 
faith; 

Whereas the right of Christians to emi
grate has been effectively denied; 

Whereas these Soviet policies are contrary 
to a. series of commitments which the Soviet 
Union has signed including the United Na
tions International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights; the Final Act of the Con
ference on Security and Cooperation in Eu
rope, which recognizes the right to "profess 
a.nd practice religion or belief in accordance 
with the dictates of conscience" and which 
encourages family reunification; the Char
ter of the United Nations; the Universal Dec
laration of Human Rights; a.nd the Con
stitution of the Union of Soviet Socialists Re
public, which guarantees Soviet citizens 
"freedom of conscience", that is, the right to 
profess any religion and to perform any reli
gious worship; and 

Whereas, in desperation a.t the denials of 
their rights, seven Soviet Pentecostals have 
sought refuge ln the United States Embassy 
in Moscow and legitimately fear for their 
lives and persons should they leave: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that--

(1) the President should convey to the 
Government of the Soviet Union the deep 
concern of the Congress over the deprivation 
of the rights of Christians in the Soviet 
Union; 

(2) the President should give special em
phasis to the situation of the seven Pente
costals now living in the United States Em
bassy in Moscow with the objective of as
suring their safety and obtaining permission 
for them and their family members to emi
grate from the Soviet Union; and 

(3) the President should report to Con
gress on steps taken in accordance with this 
resolution on the prospects for improvement 
in recognition of religious freedom by the 
Government of the Soviet Union for all 
Soviet citizens who hold religious bellefs 
including Jews and Moslems. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

HONORING RAOUL WALLENBERG 
Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs be discharged from 
further consideration of the concurrent 
resolution <H. Con. Res. 434) to honor 
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Raoul Wallenberg, and to express the 
sense of Congress that the U.S. delega
tion to the Madrid Conference on Secu
rity and Cooperation in Europe urge con
sideration of the case of Raoul Wallen
berg at that meeting, and to request that 
the Department of State take all possi
ble action to obtain information con
cerning his present status and secure his 
release, and ask for its immediate con
sideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the con
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, and I will not 
object, I yield to the distinguished chair
man of the committee for an explanation 
of this very touching resolution. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from illinois for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of House 
Concurrent Resolution 434, honoring 
Raoul Wallenberg for his outstanding 
work in saving Jewish citizens in Hun
gary during World War II and urging a 
full clarifi-cation of his current status and 
whereabouts. 

Raoul Wallenberg was truly a remark
able man. He entered Hungary in 1944 as 
a Swedish diplomat with the mission of 
saving as many Hungarian Jews as pos
sible from extermination by the Nazis. It 
was a mission he fulfilled with honor and 
distinction, even at peril to his own life. 
By issuing Swedish passports and pro
viding safe havens in houses protected by 
Swedish neutrality, Raoul Wallenberg 
saved tens of thousands of Hungary's 
Jews from the concentration camps and 
gas chambers. 

However, Raoul Wallenberg was taken 
into "protective custody" by the Soviets 
when they entered Hungary the next 
year. This man to whom so many owed 
their lives, and whose work inspired such 
admiration and respect, simply disap
peared. Repeated inquiries to the Soviet 
Union regarding his fate have brought 
conflicting responses over the past 35 
years. Although the Soviets now claim 
that a prisoner by his name died in 1947, 
there is also reason to believe that Mr. 
Wallenberg may still be alive. Simple 
human decency requires that his fate be 
made known to his family and friends. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the support of my 
colleagues for this resolution honoring 
Raoul Wallenberg, a brave and noble 
man. 

0 1530 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gentle

man from New York. 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 

support of House Concurrent Resolution 
434 honoring Raoul Wallenberg, for his 
courageous work in Eastern Europe dur
ing World War II. More specifically, 
Raoul Wallenberg was a young Swedish 
Christian diplomat who was singlehand
edly responsible for the salvation of 100,-
000 European Jews from Nazi death 
camps during an extraordinary mission 
of mercy in Budapest, Hungary in 1944. 

When the Nazis initiated a forced 
march of Hungarian Jews, Wallenberg 

followed the marchers saving those 
whom he could save and assisting others 
by providing them with food and cloth
ing. Later, he extended his operations by 
establishing "international Houses" un
der the protection of the Red Cross in 
which thousands of Jews were granted 
refuge. 

He was taken prisoner by the so-called 
liberating Russian forces in 1945, and 
subsequently disappeared. Soviet omcials 
originally denied that he was in their 
custody. Later, the Soviet Government 
stated that he had died in prison in 1947. 
However, testimony by refugees from 
Soviet prison camps as recently as May 
1978, indicate that he is alive and still 
being held in a Siberian prison. 

Mr. Speaker, if Raoul Wallenberg is 
still alive, and many reports indicate 
that he is, then the upcoming Madrid 
Conference, starting on November 11, to 
review the implementation of the Final 
Act of the Helsinki Conference, will pro
vide the U.S. delegation with an appro
priate platform to raise the issue with 
the Soviets. There is no reason for Wal
lenberg's detention. Various theories 
have been advanced including Soviet 
suspicion of espionage, Soviet fear of 
Western influence in postwar Hungary, 
and seizure by Soviet omcials of refugee 
aid funds that Wallenberg was in charge 
of. Whatever the case may have been, 
continuing to hold him is an outrageous 
violation of law, morality, decency, and 
of course, human rights. 

Mr. Speaker, Raoul Wallenberg was 
nominated for the Nobel Peace Prize in 
1949. But I do not think that anything 
sums up the value and extent of Raoul 
Wallenberg's work better, than the re
marks by one of the many survivors who 
he helped, who said: 

He gave us the sense that we were stm 
human beings ... he came himself. He 
talked to us and showed that one human 
being cared about what was happening to us. 

I urge my colleagues to not only sup
port this resolution, but in the spirit of 
the resolution, to encourage the State 
Department and other U.S. authorities 
in collaboration with the Swedish For
eign omce and Government to take any 
other appropriate action on Wallenberg's 
behalf. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
WEiss), the chief sponsor of the resolu
tion. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
commend the distinguished gentleman 
from illinois (Mr. DERWINSKI), the rank
ing member of the subcommittee, and 
the distinguished chairman, the gentle
man from Washington <Mr. BoNKER), 
as chairman of that subcommittee for 
their expeditious action in the Raoul 
Wallenberg matter. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a special privilege 
for me to rise in support of House Con
current Resolution 434, which has been 
brought to the floor under a unanimous
consent request. 

This resolution, which is the revised 
version of one I first introduced on May 
20, was unanimously approved by the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee. 
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The resolution honors Raoul Wallen
berg, a Swedish diplomat who is credited 
with saving 90,000 Hungarian Jews from 
Nazi death camps during World War II. 
Sent by Sweden to Hungary at the re
quest of the American War Refugee 
Board in 1944, Wallenberg accomplished 
his perhaps unparalleled humanitarian 
deeds in just 6 months before Soviet 
forces defeated the Nazis. Wallenberg 
passed out protective Swedish passports 
to 20,000 individuals, and actually res
cued 2,000 by snatching them off the 
road to the concentration camps. He was 
a key figure in collaborative efforts by 
other neutralist representatives in sav
ing 70,000 additional jews. 

In recognition of his efforts, Wallen
berg was nominated for the Nobel Peace 
Prize in 1949 by Albert Einstein. But bY 
that time Wallenberg had disappeared, 
his whereabouts unknown, after he was 
arrested by the Soviets in 1945 and 
placed in "protective custody." His status · 
has been a mystery since that time. 

The Russians denied any knowledge 
of Wallenberg until 1957, when they 
claimed that a prisoner known by that 
name had died in his cell 10 years ear
lier. 

But frequent reports, including one as 
recent as May 1978, indicate that Wal
lenberg may still be alive in the Soviet 
prison system. Prisoners have recounted 
seeing, or meeting, a man fitting his de
scription. Swedish efforts to clarify his 
status have failed. 

In addition to honoring Raoul Wal
lenberg, the resolution directs the State 
Department to investigate his where
abouts, and to attempt to gain his re
lease if he still lives. Finally, the reso
lution urges the U.S. delegation to the 
November meeting of the Madrid Con
ference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe to ask consideration of the 
Wallenberg matter by that organiza
tion. 

The Madrid Conference is the succes
sor to the Helsinki Conference, at which 
the Soviet Union signed the final act 
pledging to "fulfill in good faith" its 
obligations under international law. The 
Madrid Conference will review the Hel
sinski pact, and thus provides a t.imely 
opportunity to discuss Wallenberg's 
case with the Soviets. As my colleagues 
are well aware, the imprisonment of 
this hero of the holocaust violated inter
national standards of diplomatic im
munity. Passage of House Concurrent 
Resolution 434 wiU make clear t.he Con
gress strong desire that this vital con
cern be pursued at Madrid. 

The House has now passed the Holo
caust Memorial Act <H.R. 8081), which 
authorized the existing Holocaust Me
morial Council to establish a museum 
on the holocaust and to begin annual 
commemoration of "Days of Remem
brance." These actions will help us 
remember the holocaust in years ahead 
giving further reason to hone that w~ 
will not ever allow its repetition. 

This resolution under considerat~on 
today is another way to underscore our 
commitment to that goal. Raoul Wal
lenberg set a~ ma~mificent examnl~. :rn 
the face of tremendous odds, he defied 
the tyrannical power of the Nazi terror, 

in order to save the lives of those marked 
to be the victims of Hitler's genocide. 
In honoring him we may achieve even 
more. We may begin the process by 
which, if alive, this hero is finally re
leased to live in freedom again. 

The State Department has already 
shown some interest in pursuing this 
matter. Passage of House Concurrent 
Resolution 434 will put the Department 
on formal notice that Congress is deeply 
concerned about this vital matter. Let 
us show that we will not rest until con
crete information is known, and Wal
lenberg is either free, or can be laid to 
rest in the memories of his countrymen 
and all those in the world, Jews and 
non-Jews, who are inspired by his ex
ample. 

Before I take my seat, Mr. Speaker, 
I want to thank and commend my dis
tinguished colleague from Washington, 
DoN BaNKER, whose efforts have been 
pivotal in bringing this legislation to the 
floor today. Under his leadership, and 
that of the ranking minority member on 
his Subcommittee on International Or
ganization, EDWARD DERWINSKI, my reso
lution was melded with that of the dis
tinguished gentleman from Connecticut, 
CHRISTOPHER DODD, to produce Wh~t we 
are now prepared to consider. Similarly, 
I want to express my deep appreciation 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee, Mr. ZABLOCKI, 
the distinguished ranking minority 
member, Mr. BROOMFIELD, all the mem
bers of that committee and the more 
than 60 House Members who have co
sponsored the resolution. 

A resolution with the same language 
as House Concurrent Resolution 434 
has been sponsored in the Senate by 
Senators RUDY BOSCHWITZ and DANIEL 
PATRICK MOYNIHAN. There is good rea
son to believe that it will gain swift 
pas8age in that body, too. 

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Washington 
<Mr. BaNKER), the distinguished chair
man of the Subcommittee of the Inter
national Relations Comm 'ttee. 

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Spea!cer, I want to 
thank the gentleman and would like to 
commend him for h;s support of this 
legislation, as well as the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. WEiss) and also the 
gentleman from Connect· cut <Mr Donn), 
both of whom sponsored similar resolu
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my distinguished 
colleagues to wholeheartedly support 
House Concurrent Resolution 434, which 
we considered and passed out of the Sub
commi.ttee on International Organiza
tions and the Foreign Affairs Comm~ttee. 

This concurrent resolution honors 
Raoul Wallenberg. 

It further expresses the sense of Con
gress t~at the U.S. delegatjon to the 
Madrid Conference on Security and Co
operation in Europe urge consideration 
of the case of Raoul Wallenberg at that 
meeting. 

It also requests that the Department of 
State take all possible action to obtain 
information concerning his present 
status and assure his release. 

Last October at one of the Interna
tional Organizations subcommittee hear
ings on the phenomenon of disappear
ances as a vlolat on of human rights, I 
discussed the issue of Raoul Wallenberg. 

He was a Swedish diplomat who went 
to Budapest in 1944 with the hope of 
helping Hungary's 700,o:o Jews that 
were being deported by the Nazis to ex
termination camps. 

He is credited with having saved close 
to 100,000 lives. 

His disappearance in January 1945 
after the Russians had captured Buda
pest is one of the o~dest cases of the 
phenomenon of disappearances. 

At that hearing I asked where is Raoul 
Wallenberg? What has happened to 
him? Why is it a crime to have saved tens 
of thousands of lives? 

One who perhaps can solve this mys
tery is a Soviet dissident by the name of 
Jan Kaplan. 

He was imprisoned in 1975 and after 
his release 18 months later he told his 
daughter-a doctor in Israel-that he 
had met a Swede who had been in prison 
for 30 years. 

In order to silence him, and because 
of h\s activities on behalf of Raoul 
Wallenberg, Mr. Kaplan was reim
prisoned. 

By focusing world public attention on 
the cases of Raoul Wallenberg and Jan 
Kaplan we may be able to resolve this 
tragedy. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the resolution. Mr. BoNKER, 
chairman of the Subcommittee on In
ternational Organizations, and I have 
cooperated on the Raoul Wallenberg 
matter. We have done what we could to 
bring the facts about Raoul Wallenberg 
to the attention of the Members and of 
the public. 

This is a particularly emotional case. 
Raoul Wallenberg, at great risk to his 
own life, had worked tirelessly to save 
upwards of 90.000 Jews from the maw 
of the Nazi "final solution." He was a 
bigger-than-life hero to them and, when 
his exploits became more widely known, 
to much of the rest of the world. The 
conquering Red Army, instead of treat
ing him as the towering human being he 
was, took him into "protective custody" 
and little has been heard of him since. 

Enough leads have emerged from the 
"muffled zone," nonetheless, to make us 
believe he may, incredible as it may 
sound, be still alive. If he is, we must do 
whatever we can to save Raoul Wallen
berg from final martyrdom in the Soviet 
gulag. In any case, we must try to find 
out whatever we can about him. We owe 
it to thi.s great humanitarian figure, to 
those tens of thousands of persons who 
survived because of him, and to our
selves. 

Mr. S9eaker. I cosponsored the reso
lution of Mr. WEISS and Mr. DODD, and 
I ask my colleagues for their votes. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the dis
tinguished young gentleman from Cali
fornja <Mr. Do'QNAN). 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr, Sueaker, I thank 
my distinguished. equally young at 
heart, colleague from Illinois for the 
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opportunity to add just one aspect to the 
unbelievable tragedy of the Wallenberg 
case. 

There is a general, Jan Kaplan, also 
released from the dungeons of Siberla 
who, on an international phone hookup 
to his daughter in Israel, mentioned, he 
only mentioned that he had seen Wal
lenberg alive in prison in 1975. For this 
he was obviously rearrested and for over 
a year and one-half has been back some
where in the Gulag Prison system. The 
prison where he said he saw Mr. Wallen
berg alive in 1975 was Butyrka in the 
Soviet Union. I hope we can have hear
ings on this, if not during the rump ses
sion, early next year. 

I again thank my distinguished col
league for yielding. 
e Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose behind this measure is to con
tribute to the deliverance of Raoul Wal
lenberg from the Soviet gulag where he 
has languished for 35 years. A hero of 
the holocaust in saving tens of thou
sands of Hungarian Jews, he himself was 
in effect swallowed up by it. 

I join my colleagues, Mr. DERWIN
SKI, ranking minority member of the 
Subcommittee on International Organi
zations, and the chairman of the sub
committee, Mr. BONKER, and Mr. WEISS, 
in support of this resolution to do what 
we can to try to save Raoul Wallen
berg.• 
e Mr. DODD. Mr. Speaker, Mr. WEISS 
and I have combined our two bills con
cerning Raoul Wallenberg into the bill 
the House is considering today, House 
Concurrent Resolution 434. The bill has 
close to 100 cosponsors and Senators 
MOYNIHAN and BOSCHWITZ have intro
duced companion legislation in the 
Senate. 

The case of Raoul Wallenberg is an 
unusual one. In 1944, the American War 
Refugee Board with the cooperation of 
the Swedish Government sent swedish 
diplomat Raoul Wallenberg to Budapest, 
Hungarv, with instructions to save as 
many Hungarian Jews as possible from 
Nazi death camps. Wallenberg undertook 
his mission with a determination and un
flinching courage that astounded his 
Nazi enemies. Openly defying death 
thr~ats and contin11al harassment by the 
Nazis, Raoul Wallenberg stood on train 
platforms and handed out neutral Swed
ish passports to thousands of Jews who 
were destined for Auschwitz and Buchen
wa1d. 

Wallenberg protected at least 13,000 
Hungarian Jews in safe houses he rented 
that ftew the Swedish flag. He pulled 
countless numbers of men, women, and 
children out of 'death marches" to con
centration camps on the Austrian bor
der. Wallenberg is credited with saving 
the lives of 90,000 Hungarian Jews. Even 
more importantly, he is remembered by 
those whom he rescued as an angel of 
hope who bestowed a renewed sense of 
human mercy and compassion in a de
praved atmosphere. 

On January 17, 1945, Wallenberg ac
companied two Russian officers to Deb
recen, Hungary, where Soviet staff head
quarters were locatPd during the Russian 
siege of Hungary. Wallenberg was never 
heard from again. It is ironic that his 

di-appearance was not at the hands of 
his traditional foes, and the rationale 
for his po:sible abduction by the Soviets 
is stn unclear. 

In August of 1947, the Soviet Govern
ment stated that Wallenberg was "not 
known in the Soviet Union," but in 1957 
the Soviet released records that showed 
that a prisoner at Lubyanka prison 
named "Walenberg" died of a heart at
tack on July 17, 1947. To confuse the 
issue even further, reports from former 
Russian prisoners, including Aleksandr 
Solzhenitsyn and Jan Kaplan, continue 
to appear that indicate that Wallenberg 
may still be alive and imprisoned in the 
Soviet Union. 

House Concurrent Resolution 434 
honors Raoul Wallenberg for his un
paralleled humanitarian work. The res
olution requests that the State Depart
ment act to try to gather information on 
Wallenberg's whereabouts and secure his 
release if he is still alive. Most impor
tantly, the bill urges the U.S. delegation 
to the Madrid Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe to request 
that the case of Raoul Wallenberg be 
raised at the Madrid Conference meeting 
in November. 

The possible internment of Wallenberg 
is in direct contravention to the princi
ples of the Helsinki Final Act. The world 
has a right to know Raoul Wallenberg's 
fate and the Soviet Union has a respon
sibility as a signatory of the Helsinki 
accords to cooperate in an investigation 
into the Wallenberg case. 

If Raoul Wallenberg were here today 
he might be a bit embarassed at all the 
attention he would be receiving. But 
Raoul Wallenberg is deserving of limit
less praise for his selfless and courageous 
actions. Unlike many others who pre
ferred to remain indifferent in the face 
of the unspeakable horrors of the holo
caust, Raoul Wallenberg refused to 
ignore the perverted evil of the Nazi re
gime. He acted, and we can do no less 
on h i.s behalf. I would urge my colleagues 
to give their support to House Concur
rent Resolution 434 and to the effort to 
solve the mystery of the "lost hero of 
the Holocaust." • 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the concurrent resolu

tion, as follows: 
H . CON. RES. 434 

Whereas in January 1944 the Wax Refugee 
Board was estlllblished by the Unit ed Sta.tes 
to organize rescue operatiO!IlS to free persons 
being persecuted during World War IT; 

Whereas the War Refugee Board requested 
Sweden t o send a re,Present ative to Hun~ry; 

Whereas the Swedish representative , Raoul 
Wallenberg, is considered responsible for 
having saved the live> of twenty thou~and 
Jewish citizens in Hungary t hrough the is
suance of protective Swedish passports be
ing in July 1944; 

Where :is Raoul Wallenberg is recognized as 
saving indireotly the lives of an additional 
seventy thousand Jewish cit izens in Hunga.ry 
through collaborative efforts in t he latter 
half cf 1944 with neutralist representatives in 
Budapest and the Jewish Community in 
Hungary; 

Whereas Raoul Wallenberg was taken into 
Soviet "protective custody" on January 13, 
1945, in violation of international standards 
of diplomatic immunity; 

Whereas Soviet officials originally denied 
having custcdy of Wallenberg, but subse
quently stated that a prisoner named "Wall
enberg" died in a Soviet prison on July 17, 
1947; 

Whereas in 1949 he was nominated by Al
bert Einstein for the Nobel Peace Prize. 

Whereas reports from the Soviet Union, 
as recent as May 1, 1978, suggest that Raoul 
Wallenberg is alive; 

Whereas the continued internment of 
Wallenberg, if indeed he is still alive, is in 
direct contravention of the Final Act of the 
Helzink1 Conference on Security and Co
operation in Europe which requires signa
tories to "fulfill in good faith their obliga
tions under international law"; and 

Whereas the Madrid Conference on Se
curity and Cooperation in Europe, to be held 
on November 11 , 1980, provides an occasion to 
discuss the status of Raoul Wallenberg with 
the Soviet Government as part <Xf the review 
of the Helsinki Final Act; 

Whereas documents released by the 
Swedish Foreign Ministry in January 1980 
indicate diplomatic efforts by the Swedish 
Government have not fully clarified the 
status of Raoul Wallenberg: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the House of Representativ es 
(the Senate concurring). That, the Congress 
honors Raoul Wallenberg for his outstand
ing work on behalf of those persecuted in 
Hungary during World War II, a.nd it is the 
sense of Congress that the United States 
delegation to the review meeting of the Con
ference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe which wlll be held in Madrid in No
vember 1980 should urge that the case of 
Raoul Wallenberg be considered at thSlt 
meeting by the signatory count ries t o the 
Final Act of the Helsinki Conference on Se
curity and Cooperation in Europe. 

It is further resolved that the Congress 
requests the Department of State to t ake 
all possible steps to discern from the Soviet 
Union the whereabouts of Raoul W&llenberg 
a.nd, if he is alive, to secure his return to his 
native country. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
r-evise and extend their remarks on 
House Concurrent Resolution 434. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Wisconsin? 

TherE> was no objection. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL AND CIVIL
IAN EMPLOYEE CLAIMS ACT 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H.R. 6086 to 
provide' for the settlement and pavment 
of claims of U.S. civilian and military 
personnel against the United States for 
losses result\ng from acts of violence di
rected against the U.S. Government or 
its representattves in a foreign country 
or from an authorized evacuation of per
sonnel from a fore;gn country, with Sen
ate amendments thereto, ar~d disagree to 
the Senate amendments. 
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The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Page 1, after line 2, insert: 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"M111tary Personnel and Civman Employees' 
Claims and Hostage Relief Act of 1980". 
TITLE I-Mn.ITARY PERSONNEL AND 

CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES' CLAIMS AMEND
MENT TO THE MILITARY PERSONNEL 
AND CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES' CLAIMS ACT 
OF 1964 
Pa.ge 1, line 3, strike out "that the" and 

insert "SEC. 101. The". 
Page 4, line 3, strike out "SEC. 2" and insert 

"SEC. 102.". 
Page 4, after line 9, insert: 
SEc. 103. Section 3 of the M111tary Person

nel and Civilian Employees' Claims Act of 
1964, as amended (78 Stat. 67, as amended; 
31 U.S.C. 241), is amended as follows: 

(1) by striking out "$15,000" in subsection 
(a) ( 1) and inserting in place thereof 
"$25,000"; 

(2) by striking out "$15.000" in subsection 
(b) ( 1) and inserting in place thereof 
"$25,000". 

SEc. 104. The amendments provided in sec
tion 103 of this act shall apply to claims 
based upon damage to, or loss of, personal 
property which occurs after the date of the 
enactment. 

Pa.ge 4, after line 9, insert: 
TITLE II-8PECIAL PERSONNEL BENEFITS 

DEFINITIONS 
SEc. 201. For purposes of this title--
( 1) The term "American hostage" means 

any individual who, while-
(A) in the civil service or the uniformed 

services of the United States, or 
(B) a citizen or resident allen of the 

United States rendering personal service to 
the United States abroad similar to the serv
ice of a civil officer or employee of the 
United States (as determined by the Secre
tary of State), 
is placed in a captive status during the 
hostage period. 

(2) The term "hostage period" means the 
period beginning on November 4, 1979, and 
ending on the later of-

( A) the date the President specifies, by 
Executive order, as the date on which all 
citizens and resident aliens of the United 
States who were pla.ced in a captive status 
due to the seizure of the United States Em
bassy in Iran have been returned to the 
United States or otherwise accounted for, or 

(B) January 1, 1983. 
( 3) The term "fa~ily member", when used 

with respect to any American hostage, 
means--

(A) any dependent (as defined in section 
5561 of title 5, United States Code) of such 
hostage; and 

(B) any member of the hostage's family 
or househ0ld (as determined under regula
tions which the secretary of State shall 
prescribe)-

(4) The term "captive status" means a 
missing status arising because of a hostile 
action abroad-

( A) which is directed against the United 
States during the hostage period: and 

(B) which is identified by the Secretary 
of State in the Federal Register. 

(5) The term "missing status"-
( A) in the case of employees, has the 

meaning given it in section 5561 (5) of title 
5, United States Code; 

(B) in the case of members of the uni
formed services, has the meaning given it in 
section 551 (2) of title 37, United states 
Code; and 

(C) in the case of other individuals has 
a. simllar meanin~ as that provided t:inder 
such sections, as determined by the Secretary 
of State. 

(6) The terms "pay and allowances", "em
ployee", and "agency" have the meanings 
given to such terms in section 5561 of title 
5, United States Code, and the terms "civil 
service", "uniformed services", and "armed 
forces" have the meanings given to such 
terms in Eection 2131 of such title 5. 
PAY AND ALLOWANCES MAY BE ALLOCATED TO 

SPECIAL SAVINGS FUND 
SEc. 202. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury 

shall establish a savings fund to which the 
head of an agency may allot all or any por
tion of the pay and allowances of any Amer
ican hostage wbtch are for pay periods 
during which the American l:rostage is in a 
captive status and which are not subject to 
an allotment under section 5563 of title 5, 
United States Code, under section 553 of 
title 37, United States Code, or under any 
other provision of law. 

(b) Amounts so allotted to the savings 
fund !:hall bear interest at a rate which, !or 
any calendar quarter , shall be equal to the 
average rate paid on United States Treasury 
bills with three-month maturities iEsued 
during the preceding calendar quarter. Such 
interest shall be compo1•nded auarterly. 

(c) Amounts may be allotted to the sav
ings fund from pay and allowances for any 
pay period ending after November 4, 1979, 
and before the establishment of the savings 
fund. Interest on amounts allotted from the 
pay and allowances for any such pay period 
shall be calculated as if the allotment had 
occurred at the end of the pay period. 

(d) Amounts in the sauings fund credited 
to any American hoc;ta!!'e shall be considered 
as pay and allowances for our~oses of section 
5563 of title 5, United States Code. (or in the 
case of a member of the 11niformed services, 
for nurpos'!" of section 553 or title ::l7, United 
States Code) and .c:hall otnerwise be sub1ect 
to withdrawal uncler procedures which ·the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall establish. 

MEDICAL AND HEO.L'T'H Co\RE AND RELATED 
EXPENSES 

SEc. 2fl::l . Under reo-ulatlons prescribed by 
the President. the head of an agency may 
P!I.Y (by advancement or reimbur"ement) any 
lndi" idual who is an American hostage. or 
any family member of S"Ch an individual 
for medical and health care, and other ex~ 
penc-es related to such care, to the extent 
such care--

( 1) is incident to that individual being an 
American hostage: and 

(2) is not covered by insurance. 
EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

SEc. 204. (a) (I) Under regulations pre
scribed by the Pres!dent the head of an 
agency shall pay (by adv~ncement or reim
bursement) a Fpouse or child of an Ameri
can ho,.tage for exoenses incurred for Eub
sistence, tuition. fee-:;, supplies, books, and 
eouipment, and other educational expen"es, 
while attending a.n educational cr training 
institution. 

(2) Exceot as provided in paragraph (3), 
payments Ehall be available under this "lib
section for a spou"e or child of an individual 
who is an American hostage for education 
or training which oocu.,.s-

(A) after the ninetieth day after the 
date the individual is placed in a captive 
status, and 

(B) on or before-
(!) the end of any semester or quarter (as 

appropriate) which begins before the date 
on which the hostage ceases to be in a cap
tive sta tuos, or 

(ii) if the educational or training insti
tution is not operated on a semester or 
quarter syc:tem, the earlier of the end of any 
course which began before such date cr the 
end of the 12-week period following that 
date. 
:rn order to respond to special circum"tances, 
the President may specify a date for purposes 
of cessation of assistance under subpara
graph (B) which is later than the date which 

would otherwise apply under subparagraph 
(B) . 

(3) In the event an American hostage dies 
and the death is incident to that individual 
being an American hostage, payments shall 
be available under this subsection for a 
Epou.se or child of an individual who is an 
American hostage for education or training 
which occurs after the date of death. 

(4) The preceding provisions of this sub
secticn shall not apply with respect to any 
spouse or child who is eligible for a,.c:sistance 
under chapter 35 of title 38, United States 
Code. 

(b) (1) In order to respond to special cir
cumstances, the head of an agency may, 
under regulations prescribed by the Presi
dent, pay (by advancement or reimburse
ment) an American hostage for expenses in
curred for subsistance, tuition, fees, sup
plie:, books, and equipment, and ether edu
cational expen, es, while attending an edu
cational or training institution. 

(2) Payments shall be available under 
this subsection for an American hostage for 
education or training which occurs-

(A) after the termination of such hos
tage's captive status, and 

(B) on or before-
( i) the end cf any semester or quarter 

(as appropriate) which begins before the 
date which is 10 years after the day on which 
the hostage ceases to be in a captive status, 
or 

(li) if the educational or training institu
tion is not o-cerated on a semester or quar
ter system, the earlier of the end of any 
course which began before such date or the 
end of the 12-week period following that 
date. 

(c) Assistance under this section shall be 
discontinued for any individual whose con
duct or progress is unsatisfactory under 
standards consistent with those established 
pursuant to section 1724 of title 38, United 
States Code. 

(d) In no event may assistance be pro
vided under this section for any individual 
for a period in excess of 45 months (or the 
equivalent thereof in part-time education or 
training). 

(e) Regulations pres~ribed by the Presi
dent under this section shall provide that 
the program under this section be consistent 
with the assistance program under chauters 
35 and 36 of title 33, United States Code . 

SOLDIERS' AND SAILORS' CIVIL RELIEF ACT OF 

1940 

SEc. 205. (a) Under regulations prescribed 
by the President, an American hostage is 
entitled to the benefits provided by the Sol
diers' and Sailors' Civil Relief Act of 1940 
(50 U.S.C. App. 501 et seq.), including the 
benefits provided by section 701 (50 U.S.C. 
App. 591) but excluding the benefits pro
vided by sections 104, 105, 106, 400 through 
408, 501 through 512, and 514 (50 U .S.C. App. 
514, 515, 516, 540 through 548, 561 through 
572, and 574). 

(b) In applying such Act for purposes of 
this section-

(1) the term "person in the m111tary serv
ice" is deemed to include any such Ameri
can hostage; 

(2) the term "period of military service" 
is deemed to include the period during 
which such American hostage is in a captive 
status; and 

( 3) references to the Secretary of the 
Army, the Secretary of the Navy, the Adju
tant General of the Army, the Chief of Naval 
Personnel, and the Commandant, United 
States Marine Corps, are deemed to be ref
erences to the Secretary of State. 

(c) The preceding provisions of this sec
tion shall not apply with respect to any 
American hostage covered by such provi
sions of the Soldiers' and Sailors• Civil Re
lief Act of 1940 by reason of being in the 
armed forces. 
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APPLICABILITY TO COLOMBIAN HOSTAGE 

SEc. 226. Notwithstanding t~J.e require
ments of section 201 ( 1), for purposes of this 
title, Richard Starr, of Edmonds, Washing
ton, who, as a Peace Corps volunteer, was 
held captive in Colombia and released on or 
about February 10, 1980, shall be held and 
considered to be an American hostage placed 
in a captive status on November 4, 1979. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEc. 207. The preceding provisions of this 

title shall take effect as of November 4, 1979. 
TITLE III-TREATMENT OF THE HOS

TAGES IN IRAN 
VISITS BY THE INTERNATIONAL RED CROSS 

SEc. 301. (a) The Congress finds that--
( 1) the continued Ulegal and unjustified 

detention of the American hostages by the 
Government of Iran has resulted in the 
deterioration of relations between the 
United States and Iran; and 

(2) the protracted length and the condi
tions of their confinement have reportedly 
endangered the physical and mental well
being of the hostages. 

(b) Therefore, it is the sense of the Con
gress that the President should make a 
formal request of the International Commit
tee of the Red Cross to-

(1) make regular and periodic visits to 
the American hostages being held in Iran 
for the purpose of determining whether the 
hostages are being treated in a humane and 
decent manner and whet her they are receiv
ing proper medical attention; 

(2) urge other countries to solicit the 
cooperation of the Government of Iran in 
the visits to the hostages by the Interna
tional Coinmlttee of the Red Cross; and 

(3) report to the United States its findings 
after each such visit. 

Amend the title so as to read: "An Act to 
provide for the settlement and payment of 
claims of United States civ111an and military 
personnel against the United States for 
losses resulting from acts of violence di
rected against the United States Govern
ment or its reoresentatives in a foreign coun
try or from an authorized evacuation of per
sonnel from a foreign country and to provide 
certain benefits to the American hostages 
in Iran and to similarly situated individ
uals.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from California? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, did the gen
tleman find out what the provision was 
relating to the Internal Revenue Code? 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. DANIELSON. My chief staff coun
sel went over the matter with the gentle
man from Maryland <Mr. BAUMAN) and 
pointed out the nature of the Senate 
amendments which, as I said before, are 
redundant and they complicate the pas
sage of the bill. As I understand it, the 
gentleman from Maryland has very gra
ciously said that he does not object. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Further reserving 
the right to object, then you are really 
only disagreeing with those certain 
amendments? 

Mr. DANIELSON. We are just dis
agreeing. That is all. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. BAUMAN. I want the record to 
show that the gentleman from California 

was even more gracious than the gentle
man from Maryland in explaining them. 

Mr. DANIELSON. I thank the gentle
man for whatever he said. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise for 
the purpose of inquiring of the distin
guished acting maJority leader the pro
gram when we return, if that is possible, 
and a little bit of advanced intelligence 
on the schedule as it will unfold during 
the lameduck session. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. To the best of 

my knowledge the program as scheduled 
for the week of November 10 is that the 
House will meet, will reconvene and re
sume its sitting on the 12th of Novem
ber. Monday and Tuesday, November 10 
and 11, the House will not be in session. 
The House will meet at noon on 
Wednesday and at 10 a .m. on Thursday 
and Friday for the consideration of the 
following legislation: 

H .R. 7854, the Foreign Assistance Ap
propriation Act for fiscal1981; 

S. 885, the Pacific Northwest Electric 
Power Planning and Conservation Act, 
and we expect to complete consideration 
on that bill; 

H.R. 7112, State and local fiscal assist
ance amendments, with an open rule. 
2 hours of debate. The rule having al
ready been adopted; 

H.R. 6417, the Surface Transportation 
Act of 1980, with an open rule, 1 hour of 
debate; 

H .R. 5615, the Intelligence Identities 
Protection Act, open rule, 1 hour of de
bate; 

The conference report on H.R. 7765, 
the Budget Reconciliation Act; and 

H.R. 6915, revision of the Federal 
Criminal Code, subject to a rule being 
granted. 

The House will adjourn at 3 p.m. on 
Friday. Adjournments on other days will 
be announced later and, of course, con
ference reports may be brought up at 
any time. 

Any further program will be announced 
later. 

Mr. MICHEL. Might I inquire, then, 
if it is the intention of the leadership 
to have the House in session for the 
week of Thanksgiving? 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. It is the in
tention at this time for the House to 
adjourn for the week or the period of 
time during Thanksgiving, but that has 
not yet been placed in cement with re
spect to the date. But it is our intention. 

Mr. MICHEL. Then the first week in 
December, as I understand it from the 
House Administration Committee, will 
be an opportunity for the newly elected 
Members on both sides of the aisle, 

hopefully more on our side than the 
gentleman's, to get acquainted? 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. I am informed 
there is somewhat of a schedule tenta
tively agreed where the House will re
turn on Wednesday, November 12 and 
will meet Thursday, November 13 and 
Friday, November 14, and the following 
week, including Friday, November 21. 
We will have no legislative business for 
all of Thanksgiving week, Monday the 
24th through and including Friday, No
vember 28 . . 

We ,·viii return on Monday, December 
1, until completion of the conference 
report on the second budget reconcilia
tion. Members are reminded that the 
organizational caucus of the 97th 
Congress will be held the week of De
cember 8. 

The 97th Congress will convene ov 
Monday, January 5. We must count the 
electoral votes on January 6. We would 
probably recess until the week of the 
inauguration, which would be the week 
of January 20. 

That is tentatively the schedule as I 
understand it. 

0 1540 
Mr. MICHEL. I thank the gentleman 

very much for that advance information. 
Mr. BAUMAN. Will the gentleman 

yield? 
Mr. MICHEL. I am happy to yield to 

the gentleman from Maryland. 
Mr. BAUMAN. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. I did not notice any com
ment from the gentleman from Illinois 
<Mr. RosTENKOWSKI) on the period from 
roughly St. Swithin's Day to New Year's 
Day, or whatever the feast days are, but 
is the gentleman telling us that we are 
going to be in right through Christmas, 
jingle bells and all? 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. If the gentle
man from Illinois <Mr. MICHEL) will 
yield, I do not th ink that is the intention 
of the leadership. I think we will be ad
journing sometime after Thanksgiving. 

Mr. BAUMAN. So we might adjourn 
early in December? 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. I would hope 
we would adjourn in late November. 

Mr. BAUMAN. I would just remind 
aga~n the gentleman of the admonition 
that whenever the House is in session, 
the American people may be in danger, 
so perhaps he could consider that. 

Mr. MICHEL. I would underscore 
again with the Members that in the sec
ond week in December, on the 8th and 
9th when both parties will have their or
ganizational caucuses and conferences 
for the new Congress, anv planned trips 
abroad or whatnot would find Members 
missing on those two very significant 
dates if they were gone. 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TORE
CEIVE MESSAGES AND THE 
SPEAKER TO SIGN ENROLLED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS, 
NOTWITHSTANDING ADJOURN
MENT 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that, not
withstanding any adjournment of the 
House until Wednesday, November 12, 
1980, the Clerk be authorized to receive 
messages from the Senate and that the 
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Speaker be authorized to sign any en
rolled bills and joint resolutions duly 
passed by the two Houses and found 
truly enrolled. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. DAN
IELSON) . Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from lllinois? 

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING SPEAKER TO ACCEPT 
RESIGNATIONS AND APPOINT 
COMMISSIONS, BOARDS, AND 
COMMITTEES, NOTWITHSTAND
ING ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that , not
withstanding any adjournment of the 
House until Wednesday, November 12, 
1980, the Speaker be authorized to accept 
resignations, and to appoint commis
sions, boards and committees authori
ized by law or by the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR WED
NESDAY BUSINESS ON WEDNES
DAY, NOVEMBER 12, 1980 

Mr. ROSTENKOW~KI. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
business in order on Calendar Wednes
day, November 12, 1980, may be dispensed 
with. 

The SPEAKER pro temoore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illino~s? 

There was no objection. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1156, 
SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL ACT 
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker. I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report 
on the Senate bHl <S. 1156) to amend and 
re.<tuthorize the Solid Waste Disposal 
Act. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from New Jersey? 

Mr. MADIGAN. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, I do so for the 
purpose of yielding to the gentleman 
from New Jersey <Mr. FLORIO) so that 
he might establish for the Members of 
the House why it is necessary to con
sider this immediately. 

Mr. FLORIO. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MADIGAN. I will be happy to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. FLORIO. I thank the gentleman. 
This is the conference report on s. 1156, 
the Solid Waste Disposal Act reauthor
ization. This conference report has been 
approved by the other body and repre
sents the legislation that passed this 
body by 386 to 10 on February 20, 1980. 
There is a note of urgency in the de
mands that this legislation be passed 
and that urgency pertains to a particu
lar provision that is contained in this 
bill. These are the amendments to the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery 

Act which was passed in 1976. At that 
time the legislation established a regu
latory process that anticipated that the 
regulations would be put into operation 
in a timely fashion. Unfortunately, EPA 
took 4 years to pass these regulations. 
Accordingly, the regulations will be 
going into effect on the 19th of No
vember. 

One of the provisions in the regula
tions provides for the licensing of cer
tain hazardous waste disposal facilities, 
and it is the intent of this bill to provide 
that those licensed facilities that have 
come into existence since October 1976 
be covered under these regulations. The 
importance of this is that, unfortunate
ly, the law will leave us without permits 
for those disposal facilities for hazard
ous wastes which are probably the safest. 
What we are doing in this bill is to 
cover those facilities that have come 
into existence since October 1976. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADIGAN. Further reserving the 
right to object, I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. Could the gentleman 
assure us that there is nothing unusual 
in this in coming back as a conference 
that we have not considered either in 
committee and/ or in the Whole House 
when it was before the House? 

Mr. FLORIO. If the gentleman will 
yield, we have had a very heated and 
lengthy conference. The conference re
port was approved by, I believe, all but 
one of the conferees, the execption 
being Mr. BROYHILL. There is nothing 
unusual dn the authorization. The reason 
for action today is because of this one 
section I am making reference to, and 
that is really to realine the regulatory 
process with the legislative process. So I 
can assure the gentleman that there is 
nothing unusual about this provision 
other than the point I am making now. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. SANTINI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman ydeld? 

Mr. MADIGAN. Further reserving the 
right to object, I yield to the gentleman 
from Nevada. 

Mr. SANTINI. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. The distinguished subcom
mittee chairman has appropriately char
acterized the nature of the debate in the 
subcommittee with reference to the one 
unusual provision that was never the 
subject of subcommittee, full committee, 
or House floor debate, and that relates 
to the establishment of criminal sanc
tions in a civil legislative product. But 
the subcommittee chairman further ac
curately describes the need and the ur
gency, the impelling urgency, for this 
legislative product. In the balance, it is 
representative of some good news and 
some bad news. 

The bad news in this conference is the 
retention of a House provision know as 
knowing endangerment. This language 
was adopted during floor consideration 
ty voice vote with perhaps a dozen Mem
bers present. I have no knowledge of ad
vance notice of the amendment. 

The specific provisions of the language 
on endangerment reveal why its spon-

sors chose not to offer it in either the 
Subcommittee on Transportation or in 
the full Interstate and Foreign Com
merce Committee. It is particularly rele
vant that the Judiciary Committee re
jected similar provisions during its con
sideration of the Criminal Code revision. 

When it appeared that the original 
harsh amendment offered on the floor 
would be retained by the conference, 
members of the business round table 
negotiated with Justice Department at
torneys to ameliorate some of the ill
conceived language in the House bill. 
Despite the claims of its sponsors, the 
"compromise'' was agreed to by business 
only because of the legislative gun which 
was pointed at its head. 

All of us recognize the necessity for 
prosecuting those who are labeled "mid
night dumpers." In fact, current law 
allows the imposition of heavy fines and 
jail sentences for such obvious and will
ful conduct. 

What this legislation will allow is 
prosecution of individuals for violations 
which are neither willful nor significant. 
One needs only look to the list of haz
ardous substances to realize that when 
saccharin, rubbing alcohol, and moth
balls are labeled hazardous, there is 
potential for technical violations of law 
which in fact may "endanger" no one. 
Compounding the problem is the fact 
that section 3008(f) (2) (B) allows de
fendants' knowledge to be established by 
circumstantial evidence. 

At no time did the Department of Jus
tice offer any evidence to demonstrate 
why this change in criminal law is re
quired. The test of "willful intent" in 
the criminal law will deal with those 
"midnight dumpers." The debate on this 
matter in the conference stressed the 
need to deal with those criminals who 
intentionally mishandle waste. 

The Department of Justice, however, 
wants to extend its prosecution beyond 
the scope of current law. This could open 
up prosecut 'on for far less serious viola
tions. In a letter sent to me by Attorney 
General Civiletti, the intention of the 
Department was made obvious: 

Recognizing the need for increased penal
ties and a provision which covers the full 
scope of life endangerinq; activities result
ing from improper handling of hazardous 
waste, representative of the business com
munity and the Justice Department drafted 
the attached proposal . . .. 

The agenda of the Department is 
clear-it wants to extend its prosecu
tions far beyond those who willfully vio
late the law. 

For these reasons I am very disap
pointed at the decision of the conference 
to include this major change in criminal 
law. Were it not for the positive ele
ments of this legislat~on, I would not 
have signed the report. I regret very 
much that we never had the opportunity 
for hearings on this most serious issue. 
The results would surely have been 
different. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Further reserving the 
right to object, do I understand then 
from the gentleman from New Jersey 
<Mr. FLORIO) that unless we adopt this 
conference report prior to November 19, 
all of the hazardous waste d isposal sites 
operated by American industry around 
the United States and operating under 



October 2, 1980 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 29005 
interim permits granted since 1976 will 
all lose their right to operate and all 
have to be closed down? 

Mr. FLORIO. If the gentleman will 
yield, the gentleman states it correct
ly. Perhaps it can be understood even 
more effectively by stating that all of 
those newer facilities that have come 
into existence since October 1976 would 
be denied the opportunity to operate 
lawfully. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker. I yield 
to the gentleman from California be
fore withdrawing my reservation of ob
jection. · 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle
man. We heard some rumblings that 
the Senate intended to put aspects of 
the superfund in here. Was that attempt 
made, or did the gentleman resist it, or 
whatever? 

Mr. FLORIO. If the gentleman will 
yield, there was no such attempt made. 
The only thing that is comparable to 
the superfund legislation was a provision 
to provide for inventorying of hazard
ous wastes, but it does not go to the 
substance of the superfund proposal. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. So the gentleman 
can assure us that there is nothing in 
here? 

Mr. FLORIO. I can assure the gentle·· 
man that there are no superfund pro
visions in this. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the statement of the 
managers be read in lieu of the report. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
(For conference report and statement 

see proceedings of the House of October 
1, 1980.) 

Mr. FLORIO <during the reading). Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
further reading of the statement of the 
managers be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair 

recognizes the gentleman from New Jer
sey <Mr. FLORIO) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, this bill re
authorizes funding for the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act for fiscal years 1980, 1981, 
and 1982. 

Mr. Speaker, these funds are used for 
the regulatory program which insures 
State hazardous waste management and 
disposal practices, in addition to pro
grams designed to encourage planning 
and development of nonhazardous solid 
waste facilities. 

provide as much information· as is avail
able regarding the amount, nature and 
toxicity of the waste located there. 

The authorization level is $158.5 mil
lion for fiscal year 1980; $173.5 million 
for fiscal year 1981; and $183.6 million 
for fiscal year 1983. These modest in
creases are in keeping with the commit
tee's concern that the vital regulations 
for the control of the transportation, 
treatment, storage, and disposal of haz
ardous waste be speedily and efficiently 
implemented. 

The bill also does the following things: 
First. Moves the date for which own

ers or operators can qualify for interim 
status to facilities in existence on No
vember 19, 1980; 

Second. Provides for integration of 
permits under the Surface Mining Con
trol Act for coal mining wastes and over
burden with RCRA permits; 

Third. Includes language which pro
vides that in establishing standards un
der section 3004, the Administrator shall, 
where appropriate, distinguish in such 
standards between requirements for new 
facilities in existence on the date of 
promulgation of regulations; and 

Fourth. Adopts amendments relating 
to a new waste-to-energy program pro
viding $12 million a year for State and 
local governments for feasibility plan
ning. 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, I think we 
have already adequately explained the 
provisions in the bill and the need for 
the conference report to be considered. 
As I have indicated, this legislation 
passed this House by a vote of 386 to 10, 
and that the major thrust of the legis
lation is merely to reauthorize the funds 
for the Solid Waste Disposal Act for fis
cal years 1980, 1981, and 1982. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLORIO. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. Is there a termination 
date on this? 

Mr. FLORIO. Yes. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Is there a termina

tion date on this authorization? How 
long is it for? 

Mr. FLORIO. We authorized for the 
next 3 years. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Three years? 
Mr. FLORIO. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. So we can again 

look at this at that time? 
Mr. FLORIO. That is correct. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle

man. 
Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, I move the 

previous question on the conference 
report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks on the 
conference report just agreed to. 

The authorization contains a new 
State program which directs the States 
to carry out an inventory of hazardous 
waste sites within their borders and to 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

REQUEST FOR COMMITTEE ON IN
TERSTATE .A..ND FOREIGN COM
MERCE TO HAVE UNTIL MID
NIGHT, OCTOBER 3, TO FILE A 
REPORT ON S. 1828 AND H.R. 5417, 
THE MILNER DAM BILLS 

Mr: FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanunous consent that the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
may have until midnight, Friday, 
October 3, to file a report on S. 1828 
and H.R. 5417, the Milner Dam bills. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from New Jersey? 

. Mr. ROUSSELOT. Reserving the 
nght to object, what is that all about? 

Mr. FLORIO. If the gentleman will 
yield, to be perfectly frank, I have been 
requested by the committee to make the 
request, and I am unable to make any 
more of an elaboration. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker on 
that basis I object. ' 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec
tion is heard. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM·
MERCE TO HAVE UNTIL OCTO
BER 8 TO FILE REPORT ON H.R. 
4178, MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT PRE
VENTION ACT OF 1980 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce may 
have until midnight, October 8, 1980, 
to file a report on H.R. 4178, the Motor 
Vehicle Theft Prevention Act of 1980. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

01550 
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS 

AUTHORIZATION, FISCAL YEAR 
1981 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the Senate 
bill <S. 2320) to authorize appropriations 
to the Secretary of Commerce for the 
programs of the National Bureau of 
Standards, including certain special stat
u~ory programs, and for other purposes, 
With Senate amendments to the House 
amendments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments to the House 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments to the House amendments, as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in
serted by the House engrossed amendments, 
insert: 
That this Act may be cited as the "National 
Bureau of Standards Authorization Act !or 
Fiscal Years 1981 and 1982." 

AUTHORIZATION FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

SEc. 2. (a) There are hereby authorized 
to be appropriated to the Secretary of Com
merce, hereinafter referred to as the Secre
tary, to carry out activities performed by the 
National Bureau of Standards. the sums set 
forth in the following line items: 

( 1) Measurement Research and Standards, 
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for fiscal year 1981, $44,161,000, and for fis
cal year 1982, $52,577,000; 

(2 ) Engineering Measurements and Stand
ards, for fiscal year 1981 $21,516,000, and for 
fiscal year 1982, $24,667,000; 

(3) Computer Science and Technology, 
for fiscal year 1981, $11,603,000, and for fiscal 
year 1982, $12,263,000; 

(4) Core Research Program for Innovation 
and Productivity for fiscal year 1981, $12,-
800,000, and for fiscal year 1982, $18,080,00u; 

( 5) Technical Competence Fund, for fiscal 
year 1981, $6,176,000, and for fiscal year 1982, 
$8,794,000; 

(6) Fire Research Center, for fiscal year 
1981, $1 ,253,000, and for fiscal year 1982, 
$1,378,000; 

(7) Central Technical Support, for fiscal 
year 1981 , $10,112,000, and for fiscal year 1!J82, 
$24,623,000. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this or any other Act, for fiscal years 1981 
and 1982: 

(1) of the total amount authorized und('r 
subsection (a) (1), not less than $245 ,000 
shall be available for the "Environmental 
Measurements Program" for fiscal year 1981 
and $270.000 for fiscal year 1982; 

(2) of the total amount authorized under 
subsection (a) (2) , not less than $425.000 
shall be available for the purpose of "Earth
quake Hazards Engineering" for llsc:J-1 year 
1981 and $475,000 for fiscal year 1982; 

(3) of t he total amounts authorlZP.d under 
subsections (a) (1) and (a) (2) , not less than 
$1 ,000,000 shall be available for "Meaoure
ment Standards for the Handicap?ed"' for 
fiscal year 1981 and $1,100,000 for fiscal year 
1982; 

(4) of the total amount authorized under 
subsection (a) (4), $2 ,000,000 is authorized 
for the purpose of "Automated Manuf!\c !;nr
ing Research Facility" for fiscal year 1981 and 
$4,000,000 for fiscal year 1982; and 

(5) of the total of the amounts author!!Zed 
under subsections (a) (4) and (a) (7) , not 
more than $6,123,000 shall be availab!e for 
"Transfer to Working Capital Fund" for fis
cal year 1981 , and of the total of the amounts 
authorized under subsections (a) (1) , (a) (2), 
(a) (4), and (a) (7) , not more than $11,245,-
000 shall be available for "Tranc:fer to Work
ing Capital Fund" for fiscal year 1982. 

EXCESS FOREIGN CURRENCY 

SEc. 3. In addition to the sums authorized 
in section 2, there is authorized to be appro
priated not more than $400,000 for fiscal year 
1981, and not more than $500,000 for fiscal 
yeQ- 1982, for expenses of the National 
Bureau of Standards incurred outside the 
United St ates, to be paid for in foreign cur
rencies that the Secretary of the Treasury 
determines to be excess to the normal re
quirements of the United States. 

NATIONAL TECHNICAL INFORMATION SERVICE 

SEc. 4. In addition to the sums authorized 
in section 2, there is author12ed io be appro
priated the sum of $8,140,000 for fiscal year 
1981, and the sum of $9 ,920.000 for .fiscal year 
1982, for the Assistant Secretary of Com
merce for Productivity, Technology, and In
novation, to carry out activities performed 
by the National Technical Information 
Service. 

SALARY ADJUSTMENTS 

SEc. 5. In addition to the sums authorized 
to be a"9propriated by this Act , such addi
tional sums as may be necessary to make any 
adjustments in salary, pa.y, retirement, and 
other employee benefits which may be pro
vided for by law are authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal years 1981 and 1982 and 
if. the full amount necessary to make' such 
adjustments is not appropriated, the adjust
ments shall be made proportionately !rom 
'section 4 and in the line items in sec
tion 2(a) in a manner refiect ing the extent 
to which the amount of each such llne item 
in section 2 (a) is attributable to employee 
benefits of the type involved. 

AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 6. Appropriations made under the au
thority provided in this Act shall remain 
available for obligation, for expenditure, or 
for obligation and expenditure for periods 
s~ecified in the Acts making such appropri
ations. 

TRANSFER OF FUNDS 

SEC. 7. Funds may be transferred among 
the line items listed in section 2(a), but 
neither the total funds transferred from any 
line item nor the total funds transferred to 
any line item may exceed 10 per centum of 
the amount authorized. for that line item in 
section 2 (a) , unless: 

( 1) thirty calendar days have passed after 
the Secretary or his designee has transmitted 
to the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives, to the President of the Senate, to the 
chairman of the Committee on Science and 
Technology of the House of Representatives, 
and to the chairman of the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate a written report containing a full 
and complete explanation of the transfer 
involved and the reason for it, or 

(2) before the expiration of thirty calen
dar days the chairmen of both the Commit
tee on Science and Technology of the House 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Se.:J.ate have writ
ten to the Secretary to the e1Iect that they 
have no objection to the proposed transfer. 

FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT 

SEc. 8. Section 14 of the Act of March 3, 
1901 (15 U.S.C. 278(d)) as amended, is fur
ther amended by striking out "75,000" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "250,000". 

INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES 

SEc. 9. In order to develop and strengthen 
the expertise of the National Bureau of 
Standards in science and engineering, to en
hance the Secretary's ability to maintain the 
Bureau's programs at the forefront of world
wide developments in science and engineer
ing, and to cooperate in international scien
tific activities, the Act of March 3, 1901 (15 
U.S.C. 271-278h), as amended, is further 
amended by inserting immediately after sec
tion 16 the following new section: 

"SEc. 17. (a) The Secretary is authorized, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
to expend such sums, within the limit of 
appropriated funds, as the Secretary may 
deem desirable, through the grant of fellow
ships or any other form of financial assist
ance, to defray the expenses of foreign na
tionals not in service to the Government of 
the United States while they are perform
ing scientific or engineering work at the Na
tional Bureau of Standards or participating 
in the exchange of scientific or technical in
formation at the National Bureau of Stand
ards. 

"(b) The Congress consents to the accept
ance by employees of the National Bureau of 
Standards of fellowships, lectureships, or 
other positions for the performance of scien
tific or engineering activities or for the ex
change of scientific or technical information, 
o1Iered by a foreign government, and to the 
acceptance and retention by an employee of 
the National Bureau of Standards of any 
form of financial or other assistance provid
ed by a foreign government as compensation 
for or as a means of defraying expenses as
sociated with the performance of scientific 
or engineering activities or the exchange of 
scientific or technical information, in any 
case where the acceptance of such fellowship, 
lectureship, or position or the acceptance and 
retention of such assistance is detertnlned by 
the Secretary to be appropriate and consist
ent with the interests of the United States. 
For the purposes of this subsection, the defi
nitions appearing in section 7342 (a) of title 
5 of the United States Code apply. Civil ac
tions may be orought and penalties assessed 
against any employee who knowingly accepts 
and retains assistance !rom a foreign gov
ernment not consented to by this subsection 

in the same manner as is prescribed by sec
tion 7342 (h) of title 5 of the United States 
Code. 

"(c) Provisions of law prohibiting the use 
of any part of ady appropriation for the pa.y
ment of compensation to any employee or 
officer of the Government of the United 
States who is not a. citizen of the United 
States shall not apply to the payment of 
compensation to scientific or engineering 
personnel of the National Boreau of Stand
ards." . 

REPEAL OF LIMITED AUTHORIZATION 

SEc. 10. Setion 18 of the Act of March 3, 
1901, as amended ( 15 U.S.C. 278h), is fur
ther amended by: ( 1) repealing subsection 
(b); and (2) removmg the designation "(a)" 
from the remaining paragraph. 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORGANIC ACT AMENDMENTS 

SEc. 11. The e1Iective date of Sections 8 and 
9 of this Act shall be October 1, 1980. 

Amend the amendment of the House to 
the title so as to read: "An Act to authorize 
appropriations to the Secretary of Com
merce for the pro3rams of the National 
Bureau of Standards for fiscal years 1981 and 
1982, and for other purpo:::es. 

Mr. BROWN of California <during the 
reading) . Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate amendments to 
the House amendments be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
Is there objection to the original re

quest of the gentleman from California? 
Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, re

serving the right to object, I yield to the 
gentleman from California <Mr. BROWN) 
for purposes of explaining the amend
m~nts. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, S. 2320 is a bill which provides au.
thorization for the National Bureau of 
Standards for fiscal years 1981 and 1982, 
and for other purposes. 

The bill passed the House on July 21 
under suspension of the rules. A com
promise was negotiated with the Senate 
and the compromise version was passed 
by the Senate on September 30. 

The bill would provide authorizations 
for the next 2 fiscal years, 1981 and 1982, 
rather than just 1 year. In this matter 
the House went along with the Senate 
with some reluctance. Our view was that 
in this early phase following the shift 
from the continuing authorization, it 
wowd be useful to review the Bureau's 
programs each year. The Senate felt 
strongly about the 2-year authorization, 
and the House has yielded on this. 

One factor contributing to our willing
ness to omit the authorization process 
next spring is our decision t-o conduct, 
during the 97th Congress, a comprehen
sive review of the Bureau of Standard's 
Organic Act and the Bureau·s place in 
the Federal Government's overall science 
and technology effort. 

The compromise bill before us differs 
from the bill passed by the House on 
July 21 in that the total amount author
ized was $125,351,000 for fiscal year 1981, 
while the compromise bill would author
ize $116,161,000 for fiscal year 1981 and 
a total of $152,802,000 for fiscal year 
1982. 

The reduction in the total for fiscal 
year 1981 reflects the omission of the line 
item for the research competence pro-
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gram, totaling $2 million, and the omis
sion of authorization for the Office for 
Productivity, Technology, and In~o.va
tion funds in the amount of $7.2 mill.IOn. 
The latter program has been authorized 
in another bill, namely S. 1250, and the 
Senate requested that it not be included 
in this bill. The authorization of appro
priations for fiscal year 1982 inc~udes _an 
increase of $24 million above an mfiatwn 
adjusted base for fiscal year 1982 of 
$118.3 million for NBS programs, plus 
$9,920,000 for NTIS, and $500,00(} for 
foreign currency. . 

A matter which was of hlgh conce~n 
to our committee at the beginning of this 
year was the relationship of the author
ization process to the work of the Appro
priations Committee in the n:atter of 
programs and priorities. I believe that 
substantial progress has been made to
ward resolving any potential conflicts, 
and I want to commend the acting chair
man of the Appropriations Subcommit
tee the gentleman from Iowa <Mr. 
SM~TH), for his help and cnoperation in 
working out a good solution. 

In this respect, the amendment spon
sored by our colleague from New Jersey 
(Mr. HOLLENBECK), the ranking minor
ity member of the Subcommittee on 
Science, Research and Technology, to 
the Appropriations Act providing for the 
funding of the automated manufactur
ing research facility preserved the initi
ative for this important productivity 
related facility at a slightly reduced level 
of funding. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend my colleagues 
on the Science Committee for their hard 
work and efforts on this bill. I may not 
agree with all the compromises which 
we have reached with the Senate, but I 
think this is nevertheless a good bill. 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the Senate amend
ment to the House amendment on 
S. 2320, which provides authorizations 
for the National Bureau of Standards 
for fiscal years 1981 and 1982. Let me 
say that while I support the compromise 
which we have reached with the Sen
ate-they have, in many ways, driven a 
hard bargain. The Senate did insist 
upon a 2-year authorization, where we 
recommended only 1 year. I do, how
ever, support the notion of the longer 
term planning for scientific research. On 
the other hand, it also makes it difficult 
for Congress to exercise needed over
sight when authorizations are for ex
tended periods. 

The reason I say this is to express the 
same observation which I did in June, 
which is that the Bureau-which does 
most of its research in-house-must 
constantly be on the lookout for the in
troduction of fresh blood and new ideas. 
This is particularly true in the area of 
industrial innovation. As a result of an 
amendment which I offered to this year's 
appropriations bill, there is now funding 
provided for an automated manufactur
ing research facility. This is just one 
example of a new area of research, such 
as industrial innovation, into which the 
Bureau should move. I believe and I 
hope, that even with the more extended 
authorization periods that they will 
continue to keep an eye open for these 
new areas. 

I note that the authorization for fiscal 
year 1981 for measurement_ r~search a~d 
standards will be $44 million and m 
1982 will be nearly $53 million under 
the compromise proposal. This is a very 
large increase, which to my mind can 
only be justified if it is applied to n?t 
simply repeating the same old experi
ments or the same old pet projects, but 
to aggressively investigating and open
ing up new areas in this research. The 
same is true of the engineering meas
urements and standards program which 
is the second principle division of the 
Bureau of Standards. 

The Senate, as I said, was a hard bar
gainer and while I am uneasy about such 
large 20- and 30-percent increases in 
line items over a single year, we have 
decided to defer to the Senate's wishes 
at this point. I can assure you, however, 
that I, for one, will urge our subcom
mittee to exercise very vigorous over
sight to see to it that the Bureau opens 
up new paths of research. 

In this regard, there is one hopeful 
sign. Namely, the core research program 
for innovation and productivity is sched
uled to go from $12 million in 1981 to $19 
million in fiscal 1982. That is the type 
of increase which I can strongly sup
port. Increasing innovation and produc
tivity is one of the most important tasks 
our Nation faces. I am glad to see that 
the Bureau has responded to some of the 
congressional direction and initiatives 
such as the amendment I sponsored to 
the appropriations act earlier this year 
on the automated manufacturing re
search facility. I am heartened they have 
seen fit to propose a substantial increase 
in this program division. 

Mr. Speaker, there is another reason 
why I am concerned about a 2-year au
thorization. Again, I must say that the 
Senate is indeed a hard bargainer. Our 
bill had a provision in it providing for a 
proportional allocation of appropriated 
funds among authorized programs. The 
Senate had not considered the full im
plications of this provision in our bill 
and would not accept it. They did agree, 
however, that it was an imrortant roint 
we were making and they will speak to it 
on their statements on the floor. At this 
time I simply want to commend my col
lea~e, the chairman of the Subcommit
tee on Science, Research, and Technol
ogy, the gentleman from California, for 
his remarks concerning the apportioning 
of appropriations among authorized 
programs. 

It is vitally important t-h<~t we obtain 
a more rational method of deciding how 
an agency shall allocate its funds among 
authorized programs when the appro
priations are not equal to the authoriza
tion levels. This I believe is fundamen
tally a legislative task, and not part of 
the a~prouriations orocess. Therefore, I 
too stronglv support the principle that 
authorizing legislation should contain a 
reconciliation vrocedure which is appro
priate to a given agency and the pro
grams being author:zed. When we next 
authorize the Bureau, perhaps in a sepa
rate bill related to our subcommittee's 
oversight, I will strongly work for the 
adoption of a principal which will enable 
us to reconcile the President's fiscal1982 
budget submission with the levels of au-

thorization which we will authorize here 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank you. I commend 
my colleagues on the Science Committee 
for all the hard work they have done in 
preparing this bill for our consideration 
today. The compromise is acceptable to 
me but, as I have said previously, the 
Senate has a hard serve. I strongly urge 
the Bureau, however, to take heed of the 
cautionary remarks which I have made 
here over the coming 2 years. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
• Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of S. 2320, authorizing appro
priations for the National Bureau of 
Standards for fiscal years 1981 and 1982. 
Mr. Speaker, while I support the com
promise, I echo the remarks of my col
league from New Jersey, the ranking 
minority member of the Subcommittee 
on Science, Research and Technology. I 
do believe that the increases which are 
contained in this compromise as a result 
of the inclusion of 2-year authorizations 
are very substantial. For instance, meas
urement research goe:.; from $44 million 
to $52 million-engineering measure
ment goes from $21 million to $25 mil
lion. The Bureau has had relatively 
stagnant funding for a substantial period 
of time now. Thus, I am willing to accept 
the compromise. But I am wary. I think 
the Senate has abrogated its task by 
making it more difficult for the Congress 
to carry out forceful oversight and au
thorization of these programs when it 
insisted on extending the authorization 
from 1 year to 2 years. 

I am, however, pleased that the core 
research program for innovation and 
productivity will increase from $12 mil
lion to $18 million. Improving the Na
tion's innovation and productivity is one 
of the most important tasks facing us. 
I am gl_ad that the Bureau has read the 
signals from Congress that we are genu
inely concerned that they get involved 
in programs to stimulate industrial inno
vation. I hope also that the programs 
which they propose to carry out in fiscal 
year 1982 under the other older direc
torates will be specifically designed to 
complement the program in innovation 
and productivity. I hope the Bureau will 
use these increases wisely. 

I want to make one final observation 
concerning the provision which we had 
with regard to the apportioning of appro
priated funds. I want to concur with the 
remarks of my colleague, the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Science, Re
search, and Technology, and with the 
comments of my colleague, the gentle
man from New Jersey, the ranking mi
nority member of the subcommittee. I, 
too, strongly support the principal that 
authorizing legislation should contain a 
reconciliation procedure which is appro
priate to the agency and the programs 
being authorized. It is absolutely essen
tial that we develop a more rational way 
of allocating appropriated funds among 
authorized programs, so that the legisla
tive directions of authorizing committees 
of Congress will be followed more closely. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend my 
colleague CAP HOLLENBECK and my other 
colleagues on the Science Committee for 
their efforts in these difficult negotia
tions with the Senate. The Senate is a 
hard bargainer. I am not entirelY satis-
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tied, but the compromise is acceptable to 
me. I hope that the Congress, and in par
ticular the Senate who has insisted upon 
these proposals, will exercise the vigorous 
oversight that they have told us they 
would.e 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the original request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

EARTHQUAKE HAZARDS REDUC
TION ACT FUNDS AUTHORIZA
ION, 1981-83 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take fr.om the Speaker's table the Sen
ate bill <S. 1393) to amend section 7 of 
the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act 
of 1977 <42 U.S.C. 7706) to extend au
thorizations for appropriations, and for 
other purposes, with Senate amend
ments thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments to the House amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk 

will report the Senate amendments to 
the House amendments. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend
ments to the House amendments, as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in
serted by the House engrossed amendments, 
insert: 
TITLE I-EARTHQUAKE HAZARDS REDUC

TION PROGRAM 
SEc. 101. (a) Paragraphs (1) through (3) 

of section 5 (a) of the Earthquake Hazards 
Reduction Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7704(a)) 
are amended to read as follows: 

" ( 1) be designed and administered to 
achieve the objectives set forth in subsec
tion (c); 

"(2) involve, where appropriate, each of 
the agencies listed in subsection (d) and 
the non-Federal partipication specified in 
subsection (h); and 

"(3) include each of the elements de
scribed in subsections (e) and (f) and the 
assistance to the States specified in subsec
tion (g).". 

(b) Section 5(b) of the Earthquake Haz
ards Reduction Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7704 
(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) DUTIES.-
"(1) The President shall-
" (A) assign and specify the role and re

sponsib111ty of each appropriate Federal de
partment, agency, and entity with re~ect 
to each object and element of the program; 
and 

" (B) establish goals, priori ties, budgets, 
and target dates for implementation of the 
program. 

"(2) The Federal Emergency Mana!!ement 
Agency (hereinafter referred to as the 'Agen
cy ') is designated as the agency with the 
primary responsibilities to plan and coordi
nate the National Earthquake Hazards Re
duction Program. The Director of the Agency 
(hereinafter referred to as the 'Director') 
shall-

.. (A) recommend to the President the role 
and responsibility of each appropriate Fed
eral department, agency, and entity with 
respect to each object and element of the 
program; 

"(B) recommend to the President goals, 
priorities, budgets, and target dates for im
plementation of the program; 

"(C) provide a method for cooperation and 

coordination with, and assistance (to the ex
tent of available resources) to, interested 
governmental entities in all States, particu
larly those containing areas of high or mod
erate seismic risk; 

"(D) provide for qualified and sufficient 
staffing for the program and its components; 

"(E) compile and maintain a written pro
gram plan for the program specified in sub
sections (a), (e), (f), and (g) , which plan 
will recommend base and incremental budg
et options for the agencies to carry out the 
elements and programs speci~ed through at 
least 1985, and which plan shall be com
pleted by September 30, 1981, and transmit
ted to the Congress and shall be updated an
nually; and 

"(F) recommend appropriate roles for 
State and local units of government, indi
viduals, and private organizations.". 

(c) Section 5 (d) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "(3) (B)" and inserting in 
lieu thereof " ( 1) (A) ", by striking out "Na
tional Bureau of Standards" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "Department of Commerce", and 
by striking out "National Fire Prevention 
and Control Administration" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "Federal Emergency Manage
ment Agency". 

(d) Section 5(e) (6) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "political'' and by 
inserting in lieu thereof "potential". 

(e) (1) That portion of section 5(f) of 
such Act which precedes paragraph ( 1) 
thereof is amended to read as follows: 

"(f) MITIGATION ELEMENTS.-The mitiga
tion elements of the program shall provide 
for-". 

(2) Paragraph (1) of section 5(f) of such 
Act is amended to read as follows: 

"(1) ISSUANCE OF EARTHQUAKE PREDIC
TIONS.-The Director of the United States 
Geological Survey is hereby given the 
authority, after notification of the Director, 
to issue an earthquakE> prediction or other 
earthquake advisory an he deems necessary. 
For the purposes of evaluating a prediction, 
the National Earthquake Prediction Evalua
tion Council shall be exempt from the re
quirements of section 10(a) (2) of the Fed
eral Advisory Committee Act. The Director 
shall have responsibility to provide State 
and local officials and residents of an area 
for which ::1. prediction hat been made with 
recommendations of actions to be taken;". 

(3) (A) Section 5(f) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "and" at the end 
of paragraph ( 5) , by striking out the period 
at the end of paragraph (6) and inserting 
in lieu thereof a semicolon, and by insert
ing after paragraph (6) the following: 

"(7) transmittal to Congress by the Di
rector of an intraagency coordination plan 
for earthquake haz'il..!.'d mitigation and re
sponse within thirty days after enactment 
of this paragraph, which plan shall coordi
nate au of the directorates of the Agency; 
and 

"(8) the development and implementation 
by the Director of 9. preparedness plan for 
response to earthquake predictions which 
includes the following items: 

"(A) A prototype plan to be in place in 
one major metropolitan area by Septem
ber 30, 1981. 

"(B) An action plan to be completed for 
specific adaptations of the prototype plan 
to other nigh risk metropolitan areas by 
September 30, 1981. 

"(C) These prediction response plans are 
to be integrated with preparedness response 
plans. 

"(D) The plans shs.U include coordination 
with State and local governmental com· 
panion efforts. 

"(E) The plans shall bf.' updated as new, 
relevant information becomes available.". 

(B) The last sentence of section 5(f) of 
such Act is repealed. 

(f) Section 5 of such Act ls amended by 
inserting at thE" end thereof the following: 

"(i) STunY.-Withln one year after the 
date of enactment of this subsection the 
Director shall conduct a study and prepare 
and trans:::ntt recommendations to Congress 
to amend the Disa5ter Relief Act of 1974 
(42 U.S.C . 5121, et c;eq.) to include provi
sions for funding fo-: the period of time 
following a validated earthquake predic
tion.". 

SEc. 102. (a) Section 6 of the Earthquake 
Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 (42 u.s.c. 
7705) is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 6. ANNUAL REPORT. 

"The President shall, within ninety days 
after the end of each fiscal year, submit an 
annual report to the appropriate authoriz
ing committees in the Congress describing 
the status of the program, and describing 
and evaluating progress achieved during the 
preceding fiscal year in reducing the risks of 
earthquake hazards. Each such report shall 
include a copy of the program plan described 
in section 5(b) (2) (E) and any recommen
dations for legislation and other action the 
President deems necessary and appropriate.". 

SEc. 1C'3. (a). Section 7(a) of such Act is 
amended by inserting " ( 1) " after " (a) " and 
by inserting at the end thereof the follow
ing: 

"(2) There are authorized to be appropri
ated to the Director to carry out the provi
sions of sections 5 and 6 of this Act for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1981-

"(A) $1,000,000 for continuation of the In
teragency Committee on Seismic Safety in 
Construction and the Building Seismic 
Safety Council programs. 

"(B) $1,500,000 for plans and preparedness 
for earthquake disasters, 

"(C) $500,000 for prediction response plan
ning, 

"(D) $600,000 for architectural and engi
neering planning and practice programs, 

"(E) $1,000,000 for development and appli
cation of a public education program, 

"(F) $3,000,000 for use by the National 
Science Foundation in addition to the 
amount authorized to be appropriated under 
subsection (c), which amount includes $2,-
400,000 for earthquake policy research and 
$600,000 for the strong ground motion ele
ment of the siting program, and 

"(G) $1,000,000 for use by the Center for 
Building Technology, National Bureau of 
Standards in addition to the amount au
thorized to be appropriated under subsection 
(d) for earthquake activities in the Center.". 

(b) Section 7(b) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "and" after "1979;" and by 
inserting "; and $32,484,000 for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1981" before the 
period at the end thereof. 

(c) Section 7 (c) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "and" after "1979;" and by 
inserting "; and $26,600,000 for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1981" before the 
period at the end thereof. 

(d) Section 7 of such Act is amended by 
inserting at the end thereof the following: 

"(d) NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS.-To 
enable the Bureau to carry out responsibi11-
ties that may be assigned to it under this 
Act, there are authorized to be appropriated 
$425,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1981.". 

SEc. 104. Funds may be transfeiTed among 
the line items listed in the amendment made 
by section 103(a). but neither the total funds 
transferred from any line item nor the total 
funds transferred to any line item may ex
ceed 10 per centum of the amount author
ized for that line item in the amendment 
made by section 103(a) unless-

( 1) ttoirty calendar days have passed after 
the Director or his designee has transmitted 
to the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives, to the Pre3ident of the Senate, to the 
chairman of the Committee on Science and 
Technology of the House of Representatives, 
and to the chairman of the Committee on 
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Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate a written report containing a full 
and complete explanation of the transfer in
volved and the reason for it, or 

(2) before the expiration of thirty calen
dar days both chairmen of the Committee on 
Science and Technology of the House and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate have written 
to the Director to the effect that they have 
no objection to the proposed transfer. 

TITLE II-FffiE PREVENTION AND 
CONTROL 

SEc. 201. Section 17 of the Federal Fire Pre
vention and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S .C. 
2216) is amended by inserting at the end 
thereof the following: 

"(c) There are authorized to be appro
priated to carry out this Act, except as other
wise specifically provided with respect to the 
payment of claims under section 11 of this 
Act, an amount not to exceed $23,814,000 for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1981, 
which amount includes-

"(1) not less than $1 ,100,000 for the first 
year of a three-year concentrated demonstra
tion program of fire prevention and control 
in two States with high fire death rates; 

"(2) not less than $2,575,000 for rural fire 
prevention and control; and 

"(3) not less than $4,255,000 for research 
and development for the activities under sec
tion 18 of this Act at the Fire Research Cen
ter of the National Bureau of Standards, of 
which not less than $250,000 shall be avail
able for adjustments required by law in 
salaries, pay, retirement, and employee bene
fits . 
The funds aut horized in paragraph (3) shall 
be in addition to funds authorized in any 
other law for research and development at 
the Fire Research Center." . 

SEc. 202. Section 16 of the Federal Fire 
Prevention and Control Act of 1974 ( 15 
U.S.C. 2215) is amended by deleting t he 
words: "June 30 of the year following the 
date of enactment of this Act and each year 
thereafter" from the first sentence and in
serting in lieu thereof; "ninet y calendar days 
following the year ending September 30, 1980 
and similarly each year thereafter". 
TITLE III-MULTIHAZARD RESEARCH, 

PLANNING, AND MITIGATION 
SEc. 301. It is recognized that natural and 

manmade hazards may not be independent 
of one another in any given disaster. Fur
thermore, planning for and responding t o 
different ha?:;ards have cert ain common ele
ments. To make maximum use of these com
monalities, the Director of t he Federal Emer
gency Management Al!'ency (hereinafter re
ferred to as the "Director" ) is ,aut horized 
and directed t o: 

( 1) initiate, within one year after tbe dat e 
of enactment of t his Act . studi~s with the 
objective of defining and develo-ine: a multi
h9.zard research, planning, and implement a
tion process within the Agency; 

(2) develop, within one year after the date 
of enactment of this Act, in cooperat ion 
with State and local governments, proto
typical multihazard mitigation projects 
which can be used to evaluate several ap
proaches to the varying hazard mitigat ion 
needs of State and local governments and 
to a~sess the applicability of these prototypes 
to other jurisdictions with similar needs; 

(3) investigate and evaluate , within one 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the effectiveness of a range of incent ives for 
hazard redncti ons thl\t. c:>n re an..,lied at the 
State and local government levels; 

(4) prepare recommendations as to the 
need for legislat.ion that wm limit the legal 
liabil1ty of those third party persons or 
groups which are called upon to provide 
technical assistance and advice to public 
employees, including policemen, firemen . and 
transportation employees. who are f!enerally 
the first to respond to a hazardous incident; 

which recommendations shall be provided to 
the appropriate committees of Congress with
in one hundred and eighty days after the 
date of enactment of this Act; 

(5) prepare, within one hundred and 
eighty days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, a report on the status of the 
Agency's emergency information and com
munications systems which will provide rec
omendations on-

(A) the advisabllity of developing a single, 
unified emergency information and commu
nication system for use by the Agency in 
carrying out its emergency management ac
tivities; 

(B) the potential for using communica
tion and remote sensing satellites as part of 
the Agency's emergency information and 
communication system; and 

(C) the type of system to be developed, if 
needed, including the relationship of the 
proposed system and its nee:l to the existing 
an1 emerging information and communica
tion systems in other Federal agencies; and 

(6) conduct a program of multihazard re
search, planning, and mitigation in coJrdina
tion with those studies and evaluations au
thorized in paragraphs ( 1) through ( 5) , as 
well as other !hazard research, planning, and 
mitigation deemed necessary by the Director. 

SEc. 302 . For the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1981, there are authorized to be appro
priated to the Director $1,000,000 to carry out 
paragraphs (1) through (5) of section 301 
and such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out paragraph (6) of such section. 

Amend the amen1ment of the House to the 
title so as to read: "An Act to amend the 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 
an d the Federal Fire Prevention and Control 
Act of 1974 to authorize the ap~ropriation of 
fun ds to tfue Director of the Federal Emer
gency Management Agency to carry out the 
earth,.,uake ha.,.a:rds reriucti-n nro,.ram an-t 
the fire prevention and control program, and 
for other purposes.". 

Mr. BROWN of California (during the 
reading) . Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate amendments to 
the House amendments be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the initial request of the gen
tleman from California? 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, Ire
serve the right to object, and I yield to 
the gentleman from California for the 
purpose of explaining the amendments. 

Mr. BROWN of Califomia. Mr. 
Speaker, S. 1393 is a bill which amends 
the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act 
of 1977 and the Federal Fire Prevention 
and Control Act of 1974 to authorize the 
appropriation of funds to the Director 
of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency to carry out the earthquake h3z
ards reduction program and the fire 
prevention and control program, and 
for other purposes. 

The bill passed the House on June 30 
under suspension of the rules. A compro
mise was negotiated with the Senate and 
the compromise version was passed by 
the Senate on September 30. This motion 
concurs in the Senate action and clears 
the bill for the President. 

The compromise bill before us does 
not change the amounts authorized by 
the House on June 30. In fact, aU of the 
major House initiatives are maintained 
in the compromise bill with one excep
tion. The version of this 'bill passed by 

the House contained a provision for a 
proportional allocation of appropriated 
funds among authorized programs in 
the event that a difference exists 
between authorizations and appropria
tions. Specifically the provision would 
have required that unless otherwise 
explicitly .stated in the text of an appro
priations bill, any line item within an 
authorizatior1 would be funded at a level 
proportional to the ratio of total pro
gram appropriations to total program 
authorh:ations. The Senate had not the 
opportunity to consider fully the impli
cations of this House proposal. Hence, 
the compromise amendment which we 
consider today omits that specific 
provision. 

The House proposal, however, ad
dresses an extremely important issue, 
namely, the problem of apportioning ap
propriated funds among authorized pro
grams, which I believe must be resolved 
in future authorizing legislation. The 
problem is twofold. First, one must de
fine the functions of authorizations and 
appropriations to the mutual satisfac
tion of both legislative and appropriat
ing committees. Here I support the con
clusion of the House Science Committee 
in the view enunciated in its report: 

The committee believes that the delinea
tion of broad policies and program balances 
is t be essence of the authorization process; 
it also recognizes that appropriations legit
imately determine the absolute magnitude 
of expenditures in accord with general eco
nomic conditions and national needs. The 
committee further believes that, since in 
practice the pre~ise distinction bet ween au
thorization and appropriations is difficult to 
determine, limitations on appropriations 
should be considered by the House of Repre
sent atives and should not be effected through 
committee reports. 

A second aspect of the problem con
cerns how the Executive is to allocate 
funds among authorized programs in the 
absence of a specific appropriation. 
Here I think the Science Committee re
port has stated the issue well: 

Experience indicates that the executive 
branch will tend to carry out those pro
grams which were provided for in the Presi
dent's budget; programs which were added 
by the authorizing committee w111 be sup
ported minimally if at all. The executive's 
rationale 1s simply that the Congress author
ized a program but failed to provide the 
necessary funds. 

On this the Committee strongly disagrees. 
To the contrary, in the absence of other 
law, for example a provision in a general 
appropriations act , to implicitly grant fund
ing priority for a Presidential recommenda
tion o,·er a congressional initiative seriously 
derogates the legislative powers granted the 
Congress by the Constitution. 

These issues have been elaborated ex
cellently at ~Teater length in the Sci
ence Committee's report on this bill. I 
commend their view on authorizations 
and appropriations to my colleagues and 
the Executive. 

In conclu'lion. let me ~av th<tt I l';trnng
ly believe in the principle that author
izing legislation should contain, as an 
essential ingredient, a procedure for ap
portioning appro""riations among au
thorized programs in the event that a dif
ference exi-,ts between a,uthorized and 
an.nro .... riatf:~d funds . I will work strongly 
to insure that such a reconciliation prin
ciple is included in subsequent author!-
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zations for FEMA. Further, so that our 
committees may best determine how to 
construct such a principle I believe that 
the Director of FEMA should submit to 
the Congress, along with his A<;enc-:7'S 

budget request, a statement detailing 
recommendations for achieving a recon
ciliation between appropriations and 
authorized nro!:{rams. 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, I 
yield to the gentleman from California 
<Mr. RoussELOT). 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, my 
only question would be, again, is, are 
there any items in here which are highly 
unusual or different or things which the 
other body brought in that were not 
necessarily considered in the House or 
the House committee? 

Mr. BROWN of California. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. BROWN of California. I want to 
assure the gentleman from California 
that the changes were only of a tech
nical nature. No effort was made, nor 
would such effort be agreed to regarding 
additional amendments. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, is 
there a timeframe on the bill, if the gen
tleman will yield? 

Mr. BROWN of California. If I recall 
correctly, this is a 1-year authorization 
for the two programs. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. The gentleman 
mentioned the Committee on Appropria
tions was now satisfied? The objections 
they had have been totally removed? 

Mr. BROWN of California. This keeps 
our commitment to the Committee on 
Appropriations; yes, and they are satis
fied. 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the Senate amendment 
to the House amendment to S. 1393 
which authorizes appropriations for fis
cal year 1981 for the earthquake hazard 
reduction program and for the Federal 
Fire Prevention and Control Act. Mr. 
Speaker, let me say that I think the 
House has done very well on this bill. 
With regard to the earthquake program 
and the fire program, the Senate agreed 
to our levels of authorizations and also to 
the particular line-item categories of the 
budget which we recommended in both 
these programs. In addition,. the Senate 
has recognized the initiative we made 
with regard to multihazard planning. 

Mr. Speaker, if there is one problem 
that I would foresee, it is in the area of 
earthquake hazard reduction. I think we 
may be caught short footed because I 
believe that our plans and capabilities 
to respond to a major disaster such as a 
large earthquake are extremely limited. 
Had Mount St. Helens occurred in a pop
ulated area, untold lives would have been 
lost. However, the administration has re
quested only $1,450,000 for the whole 
range of planning and preparedness pro
g:rams within · the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. Yet FEMA 
is the agency which will have to carry 
out any national response to a large
scale emergency. 

We have authorized a number of pro
grams at a slightly higher level and I do 
hope the administration will see fit, as 
the lessons of Mot:nt St. Helens sink in, 
to appropriate further funds in a supple
mental request for these important pro
grams. We should remember that many 
of the lessons learned in coping with 
earthquakes can equally well be applied 
to other types of disasters. That is the 
intent of the multihazard research plan
ning and implementation effort in title 
III for which our Science Committee rec
ommended $1 million. However, some 
of the same spinoff effects will also ac
crue from the earthquake component of 
FEMA directly. 

With regard to the programs of the 
U.S. Fire Administration, there is no 
need for me to repeat again the litany of 
high fire losses in this country relative to 
other nations. I do believe the programs 
as appropriated are totally inadequate to 
cope with the national problem of fire 
losses which total some 7,000 people a 
year. However, the admlnistration in its 
infinite wisdom has seen fit only to re
quest this amount. I do hope that the 
U.S. Fire Administration at FEMA will 
make every effort to coordinate its pro
gram with those other elements of 
FEMA. It should not remain a separate 
fiefdom of the fire services since the fire 
services themselves are increasingly 
called upon to meet many different types 
of hazards. I also hope that the Fire Ad
ministration will move forward vigor
ously with its effort on a concentrated 
demonstration program in fire preven
tion and control. This program may pro
vide us w:th concrete data which would 
illustrate how advanced fire prevention 
and control techniques can in fact turn 
around the high fire statistics which un
fortunately prevail in the southeastern 
part of our country. 

Mr. Speaker. there is one final point I 
would make. We originally had a pro
posal in the House bill which would pro
vide for a proportional allocation of 
funds among authorized programs in the 
event that authorizations differed from 
appropriations. In our negotiations with 
the Senate we agreed to drop this provi
sion because it had not teen studied 
thoroughly by our colleagues in the Sen
ate. However, I want to say, and I know 
my colleagues will agree, that it is ex
tremely important that this issue be ad
dressed. Too often, we have seen pro
grams, such as the arson program au
thorized last year by our committee, 
ignored by the administration because 
it was not included within the admjn
istration's budget level. This callous dis
regard for congressional directives by 
the Executive s'mply cannot be allowed 
to continue. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I 
want to commend the remarks of mv col
league, the chairman of our subcommit
tee, the gentleman from California, with 
regard to apportioning appropriations 
among authorized programs. 

I, too, strongly support the principle 
that authorizing legislation should con
tain a reconciliation procedure between 
authorizations and appropriations which 
is appropriate to the agency and pro
grams being authorized. I will work hard 

next year to see that the authorizing 
legislation contains such a provision. It 
is my understanding the the Senate lead
ers on this bill have agreed to convey 
their intent to seriously consider this is
sue with regard to next year's authoriza
tion and I hope that in good faith next 
year we can undertake to define a more 
rational procedure for allocating appro
priations than currently exists today. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
join me in supporting S. 1393 and wish 
to th3nk my colleagues on the Science 
Committee for all the hard work that 
they have done in he!p1ng to prepare the 
bill for our consideration today. 

Thank you. 
o Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of S. 1393 which authorizes 
funds for the fiscal year 1981 for the 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act and 
the Federal Fire Prevention and Control 
Act. Mr. Speaker, as my colleague CAP 
HoLLENBECK notes in his remarks, the 
Mount St. Helens explosion certainly 
illustrates the degree to wh;_ch we are 
incapable of coping with a large-scale 
disaster. Research. particul.arly the pol
icy research supported by th;s bill, would 
be of great use in meeting such disasters. 
In addition, I think the muWhazard re
search effort to obtain maximum use of 
our disaster resources would be a great 
utility. 

With regard to the fire program, let 
me say as I did in June, that our fire 
casu1lty and loss statistics are shock
ingly high. I am pleased to note that our 
authorization level reflects a realistic 
level in view of our financial and eco
nomi.c condition. I am also pleased with 
the plan for the concentrated demon
stration prognm in fire prevention and 
control to see if it can obtain measurable 
improvements in those areas of the coun
try which experience shockingly high fire 
deaths. 

I agree with my colleagues, the chair
man of the Subcommittee on Science, 
Research, and Technology and the rank
ing minority member of that subcom
mittee with regard to apportioning 
appropriations among authorized pro
grams. I support the principle that 
authorizing legis1ation shou1d contain 
a reconciliation procedure between au
thorized and appropriated funds which 
will permit congressionally authorized 
programs a reasonable chance of obtain
ing substantial funding. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
supportS. 1393.8 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
further objection to the initial request 
of the gentleman from California <Mr. 
EROWN)? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative days 
in which to revise and extend their re-
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marks on the Senate amendments to 
S. 2320 and s. 1393. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 

COURT OF MIT...ITARY APPEALS ACT 
OF 1980 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to take from the Speaker's 
table the bill <H.R. 8188) to amend chap
ter 47 of title 10, United States Code <the 
Uniform Code of Military Justice), to 
revise the laws governing the U.S. Court 
of Military Appeals, to provide for re
view of decisions of such court by the 
Supreme Court, and for other purposes 
and ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gentle
man from Texas? 

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object and I shall not object, 
I would ask the gentleman to explain 
this measure. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Armed 
Services has reported H.R. 8188, as 
am~nded, a bill to revise the laws gov
ernmg the U.S. Court of Military Ap
peals and to provide for a review of the 
decisions of that court by the Supreme 
Court and for other purposes. 

The legislation, which is an admin
istration proposal, is specifically intend
ed to improve the appellate process in 
the military court-martial system by 
enhancing the stature of the Court of 
Military Appeals. 

The principal provisions of the bill 
are to: 

Clarify the independent status of the 
court by eliminating its current tie to 
the Department of Defense for admin
istrative matters; 

Increase the number of judges from 
three to five so that retirements ab
sences, illnesses, or resignations ~ould 
not impair the ability of the court to 
function; 

Authorize Supreme Court review of 
Court of Military Appeals cases by dis
cretionary writs of certiorari· and 

Provide full 15-year ter~ for each 
appointee. 
. The co~~ittee has amended the orig
mal administration proposal. Several of 
the committee changes are technical in 
na·ture: The substantive changes are to: 

Provide for notification to the appel
late counsel of the accused, as well as 
the accused himself, before the time for 
app.eal to the Court of Military Appeals 
begms to run; 

Include the judges of the court in the 
financial disclosure provisions of the 
Ethics ~n Government Act of 1978; and 
. Reqmre that not more than three 
JUdges of the court may be appointed 
~rom tJ:e .same political party-continu
mg a smnlar provision in the law today. 

Mr. Speaker, the cost of the bill is esti
mated to be approximately $191,000 in 
fiscal year 1981. 

The bill contains important improve
ments in the court structure and will im
prove the stability of the military justice 
system which is so essential to the state 
of discipline in the Armed Forces. 

The changes in the bill as reported by 
the committee are technical in nature. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members to 
support H.R. 8188. 

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his explanation. 

Mr. Speaker, I also rise in support of 
H.R. 8188. 

The principal purpose of this legisla
tion is simply to put an end to the turbu
lence in the military justice system 
caused by changes in the membership of 
the Court of Military Appeals. 

This bill would increase the size of the 
court from three to five members. Also, 
each new appointee would now be pro
vided a full 15-year term upon appoint
ment, rather than the current situation 
in which appointees serve the unexpired 
portion of any vacancy. 

Mr. Speaker, the impact of this in
stability has been significant. Due to the 
size of the court, the absence of a single 
member, either for illness or resignation, 
can effectively prevent the court from 
operating. What has occurred more often 
is that frequent changes in membership 
have led to dramatic swings in the court's 
position on important issues which has 
made it very difficult for attorneys to ad
vise their clients and for military com
manders to enforce the law. 

The Court of Military Appeals. as the 
highes ~ apt:ellate court in the mil:tary 
justice system, has an extremely im
portant role to rrlay ~n providing for the 
state of discipline in the milit-ary and 
protect:ng the rights of serv~cemen. 

H.R. 8188 will substantially improve 
the operation of the court, as well as the 
military justice system. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of the bill. 
Mr. ROUS.SELOT. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentlewoman yield? 
Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield fur

ther to the gentleman from California. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle

woman for yield 'ng. 
Mr. Speaker, would the gentleman as

sure us there is nothing highly unusual 
in this request or something to which the 
House does not gi~re it attention? 

Mr. WHITE. I assure the gentleman 
there is nothing unusual. I think it is :m
portant to get this bill through now be
cause we are faced with something of a 
crisis on the court. We are trying to re
tain good judges and that is why we 
bring this matter up. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle
man and I thank the gentlewoman for 
yielding. 

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the initial request of the 
gentleman from Texas <Mr. WHITE)? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 8188 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES TO UNI

FORM CODE OF MILITARY JUSTICE. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 

the "Court of Military Appeals Act of 1980". 
(b) REFERENCES TO UNIFORM CODE OF MILI

TARY JusTICE.-Whenever in this Act (except 
in sections 3(c), 4(a), and 4(b} (1)) an 
amendment or repeal is expressed in terms 
of an amendment to, or repeal of, a section 
or other provision, the reference shall be con
sidered to be made to a section or other pro
vision of chapter 47 of title 10, United States 
Code (the Uniform Code of Mi11tary Justice). 
SEC. 2. JURISDICTION OF THE COURTS OF MILI-

TARY REVIEW AND OF THE COURl' OF 
MILITARY APPEALS. 

(a) REPEAL OF MANDATORY REVIEW BY 
COURTS OF MILITARY REVIEW OF SENTENCES 
AFFECTING GENERAL OR FLAG 0FFICERS.-Sec
tion 866(b) (article 66(b}) , relating to re
view by a Court of Military Review, is 
amended by striking out "affects a general 
or flag officer or". 

(b) REVISION OF JURISDICTION OF COURT OF 
MILITARY APPEALS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 867 (article 67), 
relating to the Court of Military Appeals, is 
amended to read as follows: 
"§ 867. Art. 67. Review by the Court of M111-

tary Appeals; applications 
to the Supreme Court for 
writs of certiorari 

"(a) The United States Court of M1litary 
Appeals , in accordance with subchapter XII 
of this chapter, shall review the record in

.. ( 1) all cases in which the sentence, as 
affirmed by a Court of M111tary Review, ex
tends to death; 

"(2) all cases reviewed by a Court of M111-
tary Review which the Judge Advocate Gen
eral orders sent to the Court of Military Ap
peals for review; and 

"(3) all cases reviewed by a Court of 
Military Review in which, upon petition of 
the accused and on good cause shown, the 
Court of Military Appeals has granted a re
view. 

"(b) ( 1) Decisions of the Court of M111-
tary Appeals are subject to review by the 
Supreme Court by writ of certiorari as pro
vided in section 1259 of title 28. The Su
preme Court may not review any action of 
the Court of M111tary Appeals in refusing to 
grant a petition for review. 

"(2) The accused may petition the Su
preme Court for a writ of certiorari without 
prepayment of fees and costs or security 
therefor and without filing the affidavit re
quired by section 1915(a) of title 28.". 

(2} CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The item re
lating to such section in the table of sections 
at the beginning of subchapter IX is 
amended to read as follows: 
"867. Art. 67. Review by the Court of M111tary 

Appeals; applications to the 
Supreme Court for writs of 
certiorari.". 

(3) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-Section 869 
(article 869), relating to review in the of
fice of the Judge Advocate General, is 
amended by striking out "section 867(b) (2) 
of this title (article 67(b) (2))" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "section 867(a) (2) of 
this title (article 67(a) (2)) ". 

(C) SAVINGS PROVISION.-The amendments 
made by this section with respect to auto
matic review of a case that affects a general 
or flag officer by a Court of M111tary Review 
or the Court of M111tary Appeals under sec
tions 866 and 867 of title 10, United States 
Code, shall not apply to any case that affects 
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a general or flag officer in which, before the 
effective date of this Act, charges have been 
preferred or other official action has been 
taken with a view toward prosecution, and 
any such case shall be reviewed in a Court of 
Military Review and the Court of MUltary 
Appeals in the same manner and with the 
same effect as 1f such amendments had not 
been enacted. 
SEC. 3. UNITED STATES COURT OF Mn.ITARY 

APPEALS. 

(a) REVISION OF LAWS GOVERNING COURT 
OF MILITARY APPEALS.-

( 1) IN GENERAL. -chapter 47 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subchapter: 

"SUBCHAP'l'ER XU-THE UNITED STATES COURT 
OF MD.ITARY APPEALS 

"Sec. Art. 
"941. 141. Status. 
"942. 142. Jurisdiction. 
"943. 143. Judges. 
"944. 144. Organtza:ion. 

"945. 145. Procedure. 
"946. 146. Administrative provisions. 
"§ 941. Art 141. Status 

"There is established under article I of 
the Constitution of the United States a court 
of re cord known as the United States Court 
of Military Appeals. The members of the 
Court of Military Appeals shall be the chief 
judge and the judges of the Court of Military 
Appeals. 
"§ 942. Art. 142. Jurisdiction 

"The Court of Military Appeals shall have 
such jurisdiction as is conferred by this 
cha.pter. 
" § 943. Art. 143. Judges 

" (a) The Court of M111tary Appeals shall 
be composed of five members. 

"(b) Judges of the Court of Mllltary Ap
peals shall be appointed from civil life by 
the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, on the grounds of 
fitness to perform the duties of the office. 
Not more than three of the judges of the 
Court of Military Appeals may be appointed 
from the same political party, and no person 
may be appointed to be a judge of the Court 
of Mill tary Appeals unless the person is a 
member of the bar of a Federal court or 
the highest court of a State. · 

"(c) The term of office of any judge of the 
Court of Military Appeals shall expire at 
the end of the 15-year period beginning on 
t he date after the judge takes office. 

" (d) Judges of the Court of Military Ap
peals may be removed from office by the 
President, after notice and an opportunity 
for public hearing, for inefficiency, for ne
glect of duty, for malfeasance in office, or 
other cause. 

" (e) ( 1) Judges of the Court of Military 
Appeals shall receive a salary at the same 
rate and in the same installments as the 
judges of the United States court of appeals. 

" (2) Judges of the Court of Mllltary Ap
peals shall receive travel expenses, and ex
penses actually incurred for subsistence 
while traveling on duty away from the prin
cipal office of the court, subject to the same 
limitations in amounts as are applicable to 
the judges of the United States courts of 
appeals. 

"(f) If a judge of the Court of Military 
Appeals is temporarily unable to perform 
judicial duties because of illness or another 
disability and the court informs the Presi
dent that a senior judge is not available for 
temporary service, the President may des
ignate a judge of the United States Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia Cir
cuit to fill the office for the period of dis
ab111ty. 

"(g) (1) Any judge of the Court of Military 
Appeals who is receiving retired pay may be
oome a seni:>r judge, may be assigned offices 
in a Federal building, and may be provided 
with a staff assistant, whose compensation 
may not exceed the highest rate prescribed 
for gra.de Gs-9 of the General Schedule under 
section 5332 of title 5. 

"(2) If a judge of the Court of Military 
Appeals is temporarily unable to perform 
judicial duties because of illness or another 
disability, or if there is a vacancy on the 
court, the chief judge of the court may call 
upon a senior judge, with the consent of 
the senior judge, to perform judicial duties 
with the court for the duration of the 
disability or vacancy. Any act, or failure to 
act, by an individual performing judicial 
duties pursuant to this paragraph shall have 
the same force and effect as if it were the 
act (or failure to act) of a judge of the Court 
of Milltary Appeals, but such individual shall 
not be counted as a judge of the Court of 
Mllltary Appeals for the purposes of section 
943(a) (article 143(a)) of this title. Any 
individual performing such judicial duties 
pursuant to this paragraph shall, in lieu of 
retired pay, be paid the same compensation 
as a judge of the court and shall be paid the 
same allowances for travel and other ex
penses as a judge of the court. 
"§ 944. Art. 144. Organization 

"(a) The Court of Military Appeals shall 
have a seal which shall be judicially noticed. 

"(b) The President shall from time to time 
designate one of the judges of the Court of 
Military Appeals to be chief judge of the 
court. 

"(c) A majority of the judges of the Court 
of Military Appeals shall constitute a 
quorum for the transaction of the business 
of the court. A vacancy in the court shall not 
impair the powers nor affect the duties of 
the court nor of the remaining judges of 
the court. 

"(d) The principal office of the Court of 
Milltary Appeals shall be in the District of 
Columbia. 

" (e) Sessions of the Court of M111tary Ap
peals shall be held in the District of Colum
bia, but the court may sit at any other place 
where jurisdiction under this chapter is 
exercised by the armed forces. 

"(f) The chief judge of the Court of Mili
tary Appeals shall have precedence and pre
side at any session that the chief judge 
attends. The other judges shall have prece
dence and preside according to the seniority 
of their original commissions. Judges whose 
commissions bear the same date shall have 
precedence and shall preside according to 
seniority in age. 
"§ 945. Art. 145. Procedure 

" (a) The rules of practice before the Court 
of Military Appeals shall be prescribed by the 
court. 

"(b) The accused has sixty days from
"(1) the date on which the accused is 

notified of the decision of a Court of Military 
Review, or 

"(2) the date on which a copy of the 
decision of a Court of Military Review, after 
being served on appellate counsel of record 
for the accused (if any), is deposited with 
the United States Postal Service for de
livery to the accused by certified mail ad
dressed to the latest address listed for the 
accused in the accused's official service 
record, 
whichever is earlier, to petition the Court 
of Military Appeals for review of such de
cision. 

"(c) (1) In any case reviewed under sec
tion 867 (a) of this title (article 67 (a) ) , the 
Court of Military Appeals may act only with 
respect to the findings and sentence as ap
proved by the convening authority and as 

affirmeQ. or set aside as incorrect in law by 
the Court of M111tary Review. In a case 
which the Judge Advocate General orders 
sent to the Court of Military Appeals, that 
action need be taken only with respect to 
the issues raised by the Judge Advocate 
General. In a case reviewed upon petition 
of the accused, that action need be taken 
only with respect to issues specified in the 
grant of review. The Court of Military Ap
peals shall take action under this section 
only with respect to matters of law. 

"(2) If the Court of Mllitary Appeals 
sets aside the findings and sentence, it may 
order a rehearing except where the setting 
aside is based on lack of sufficient evidence 
1 a the record to support the findings. If it 
sets aside the findings and sentence and 
does not order a rehearing, it shall order 
that the charges be dismissed. 

"(3) After it has acted on a case, the 
Court of Military Appeals may direct the 
Judge Advocate General to return the rec
ord to the Court of Military Review for 
further review in accordance with the deci
sion of the court. Otherwise, unless there 
is to be further action by the President or 
the Secretary concerned, the Judge Advo
cate General shall instruct the convening 
authority to take action in accordance with 
that decision. If the court has ordered a 
rehearing, but the convening authority finds 
a rehearing impracticable, the convening 
authority may dismiss the charges. 
"§ 946. Art. 146. Administrative provisions 

" (a) The Court of Military Appeals shall 
provide for the publication of its repm"ts 
in such form and manner as may be best 
adapted for public information and use, and 
such authorized publication shall be com
petent evidence of the reports of the Court 
of Military Appeals contained therein in all 
courts of the United States and of the sev
eral States without any further proof or 
authentication thereof. 

"(b) (1) The Court of Military Appeals 
may appoint and fix the basic pay of such 
employees as may be necessary to enable it 
to execute efficiently the functions vested 
in it. Such employees shall be appoin.ted and 
such basic pay shall be fixed in accordance 
with the provisions of title 5 governing ap
pointment and compensation in the civil 
service. Positions in the court are excepted 
from the competitive service, and the In
cumbents of such positions occupy positions 
in the excepted service. 

"(2) Employees of the court of M111tary 
Appeals shall receive travel expenses and ex
penses for subsistence while traveling on 
duty away from the principal office of the 
court as provided in chapter 57 of title 5. 

"(c) The Court of Military Appeals may 
make such expenditures (including expendi
tures for personal services and rent and for 
law books, books of reference, and periodi
cals) as may be necessary to enable it to 
execute efficiently the functions vested in 
it. All expendltures of the court shall be al
lowed and paid, out of moneys appropriated 
for purposes of the court, upon presentation 
of itemized vouchers therefor signed by the 
certifying omcer designated by the chief 
judge. 

"(d) (1) The Court of Miiltary Appeals may 
fix a fee , not in excess of the fee charged and 
collected therefor by the clerks of the United 
States courts of appeals, for comparing, or 
for preparing and comparing, a transcript of 
the record or for copying any record, entry, 
or other paper and the comparison and certi
fication thereof. Such fee may not be charged 
for materials requested by a person subject 
to this chapter, or by such a person's counsel, 
with respect to material requested in con
nection wl th any review of a case in which 
that person is a party. 
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"(2) All fees received by the Court of M111-

tary Appeals shall be covered into the Treas
ury as miscellaneous receipts. 

"(e) The Court of Military Appeals and 
the Judge Advocates General shall meet an
nually to make a comprehensive survey of 
the operation of this chapter and shall report 
annually to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and House of Representa
tives, and to the Secretary of Defense, the 
Secretaries of the m111tary departments. and 
the Secretary of Transportation, the num
ber and status of pending cases and any rec
ommendations relating to uniformity of 
policies as to sentences. amendments to this 
chapter, and any other matters considered 
appropriate.". 

(2) CLERICAL A.MENDMENT.-The table Of 
subchapters preceding subchapter I is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new item: 
"XII. The United Ste.tes Court of 

M111tary Appeals ___ ____________ 941 141". 

(b) TRANSITION PROVISIONS.-
( 1) CONTINUATION OF STATUS.-The United 

States Court of Military Appeals established 
under the amendment made by subsection 
(a) (1) 1s a continuation of the United States 
Court of M111tary Appeals as it existed before 
the enactment of this Act. The judges of the 
United States Court of Military Appeals im
mediar;ely before the effective date of this 
Act shall become the judges of the United 
States Court of Military Appeals under sec
tion 941 (article 141) of title 10. United 
States Code, upon the effective date of this 
Act. No loss of rights or powers, interrup
tion of jurisdiction. or prejudice to matters 
pending in the United States Court of Mili
tary Appeals before the effect! ve date of this 
Act shall result from enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) TERM OF OFFICE.-(A) The term Of 
otnce being served by a judge of the Court 
of Military Appeals on the effective date of 
this Act shall expire (i) on the date it would 
have expired under the law in effect on the 
day before such effective date, or (11) 10 
years after the date on which the judge took 
office as a judge of the Court of Military 
Appeals. whichever is later. 

(B) With respect to appointments to 
vacancies on the Court of Military Appeals 
that exist on the effective date of this Act. 
the President shall designate one nominee 
for such an appointment, at the time of the 
nomination, for a term of otnce to expire 
12 years after the judge takes otnce. 

(C) Any judge of the Court of Military 
Appeals on the effective date of this Act and 
any judge appointed under paragraph (2) 
for a t erm of 12 years may be reappointed 
in the same manner as a judge of the Court 
of Military Appeals appointed under sectton 
943 (b) ( 1) (article 143 (b) ( 1) ) of such title, 
as added by subsection (a) (1) . 

(3) EMPLOYEEs.-Nothing contained in the 
amendments made by this Act shall be con
strued to deprive any individual who on the 
effective date of this Act is an otncer or em
ployee of the United States Court of Military 
Appeals of any right s , privileges, or civil serv
ice status, 1f any, to which such individual is 
entitled under the laws of the United States 
and regulations prescribed under such laws. 

(C) FINANCIAL 0ISCLOSURE.--8ection 308 Of 
the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 is 
amended-

(1) b y inserting "Court of M111tary Ap
peals; ·• in paragraph (9) after "Tax Court; "; 
and 

(2) by st riking out "or of the Tax Court" 
in paragraph (10) and inserting in lieu 
thereof " . of the Tax Court. or of the Court 
of Military Appeals" . 
SEC. 4. SUPREME COURT REVIEW. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF REVIEW BY THE 
SUPREME COURT OF CASES REVIEWED BY THE 
COURT OF MILITARY APPEALS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 81 Of title 28, 
Unilted States Code, is amended .by adding at 
the end thereof the following new section: 
§ 1259. court of Military Appeals; certiorari 

"Deoisions of the United States Court 01t 
Military Appeals may be reviewed by the 
SUpreme Court by writ of certiorari in the 
following cases: 

" ( 1) Gases reviewed by the Court of Mili
tary Appeals under section 867(a) (1) of title 
10. 

"(2) Cases certified to the Court of Mili
tary Appeals by the Judge Advcoeate General 
under section 867(a) (2) of 'title 10. 

"(3) Cases in which the Court of Military 
Appeals granted a petition for review under 
section 867(a) (3) of title 10. 

"(4) Cases. other than those described in 
paragraphs (1). (2). and (3) of this subsec
tion. in which the Court of Military Appeals 
gra.DJted relief.". 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 81 of 
such title is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new item: 
"1259. Court of Military Appeals: certiorari.". 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND
MENTS.-

( 1) TIME FOR APPLICATION FOR WRIT OF 
CERTIORARI.--8ection 2101 of title 28, United 
St.a~tes Code, is amended by adding a.t the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

"(g) The time for appllca.t.ion for a writ 
of certiorari to review a decision of the 
United States Court of Military Appeals shall 
be as prescribed by rules of the Supreme 
Court.". 

(2) FINALITY OF ACTIONS OF COURTS OF 
MILITARY REVIEW.--8Ubsection (e) of section 
866 (article 66) . relating to the Courts of 
Military Review, is amended-

( A) by striking out "or"; and 
(B) by inserting "or the Supreme Court," 

af,ter "Appeals,". 
( 3) APPELLATE COUNSEL IN APPEALS TO SU

PRE ME COURT.-
(A) Subsection (b) of section 870 (artdcle 

70). relating to appellwte counsel, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new sentence: "Appellate Government coun
sel may represent the United States before 
the Supreme Court in oases a,rising under 
this chapter when requested 'to do so by the 
Attorney General.". 

(B) Subsection (c) of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(c) Appellate defense counsel shall repre
sent the accused before the Court of MUitary 
Review. the Court of Military Appeals, or the 
Supreme Court--

" ( 1) when requested by the accused; 
" (2) when the United Sta.tes is represented 

by counsel; or 
"(3) when the Judge Advocate General 

has sent the case to the Court of Militazy 
Appeals.". 

(C) Subsection (d) of such section is 
aanended-

(i) by striking out "or" and inserting in 
lieu thereof a comma; and 

(11) by inserting", or the Supreme Court" 
after "Review". 
SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this Act shall 
take effect at the end o! the 60-day period be
ginning on the date of the enactmelllt of this 
Aot. 

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. WHITE 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
amendments. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. WHITE: Page 3, 

line 22, strike the quotation marks at the 
beginning of the line. 

Page 14, line 14, strike "1979" and insert 
"1978" . 

Page 14, line 17, after the word "Court" 
insert "in paragraph 10". 

Page 16, line 14, after "appeals" insert a 
comma. 

Mr. WHITE (during the reading). I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendments be dispensed 
with and that they be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid upon the table. 

REDUCING COST SHARING REQUIR
ED IN THE CIVTI..IAN HEALTH AND 
MEDICAL PROGRAM OF THE UNI
FORMED SERVICES 
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent for the immediate con
sideration of the bill <H.R. 7536) to 
amend title 10, United States Code, to 
reduce the cost-sharing req_uired of par
ticipants in the civilian health and med
ical program of the uniformed services 
<CHAMPUS) for inpatient medical care 
provided on an emergency basis. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, Ire
serve the right to object. 

Could the gentleman give us the add
on cost estimate on this? 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the bill, H.R. 7536, which 
amends the present civilian health and 
medical program of the uniformed serv
ices (CHAMPUS> law to reduce the cost 
sharing required of retired participants 
in CHAMPUS who receive emergency 
inpatient health care. 

CHAMPUS, enacted into law in 1966, 
authorized an expanded program of 
civilian inpatient and outpatient health 
care for retired military personnel and 
dependents of active-duty and retired 
personnel. 

As seen against the prevailing view 
that military benefits are continuously 
eroding; thus, seriously affecting mo
rale, recruiting, and retention. the pro
posal before you takes on added 
importance. 

As indicated by the officers and en
listed men who testified before the 
House Armed Services Committee sev
eral months ago, military health-care 
delivery is very high on their list of pri
orities. Improvements in the CHAMPUS 
program are im~ortant if we are to an
swer the call of our young soldiers for 
better health care throughout their mili
tary service to include retirement. 

As we all know, we must provide a bet
ter atmosphere for our military fam
ilies-active and retired-if we hope to 
encourage our young people to join the 
military and our experienced people to 
remain. This bill clearly is a step in that 
direction. 

Mr. Speaker. I strongly encourage en
actment of this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker. the bill is authored by 
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the gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs. 
HOLT) . 

The Department estimates $5 million 
for fiscal year 1981 and the Congressional 
Budget Office estimates $15 million. 

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield to me? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the gen
tlewoman from Maryland <Mrs. HoLT). 

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of H.R. 7536, a bill which is a good 
e1Iort to redress some of the problems 
our retired military community has en
countered in acquiring emergency health 
care under CHAMPUS. I am particularly 
delighted to have the opportunity to 
sponsor this much needed legislation. 

First, I would like to reinforce the dis
tinguished gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
WHITE), comments concerning the ero
sion of military benefits. 

I have received countless letters from 
my constituents recounting the demise of 
one of the single most significant incen
tives available to our soldiers and their 
dependents-the military health care 
program. 

As I visit my district, I am frequently 
asked by many of my retired constituents 
to "bring back the good old days" when 
health care was readily available to re
tired members and their dependents. 
These are people, many of whom are on 
relatively modest incomes, who were 
promised that military medical facilities 
would read Uy open their doors to retired 
members and their dependents. 

Many of my retired military constitu
ents know that we are having problems 
staffing our mmtary medical facilities; 
the· ' know that doctors and dentists are 
leaving the military in large numbers; 
they know that the inpatient cost of 
providing health care has increased by 
more than 70 percent over the past 10 
years ; they know that retirees and their 
dep_endents are no less deserving than the 
act1ve-duty members and their depend
e~ts; but they also know that this Na
tiOn's pledge to them is being breached. 

An example of the unfair burden that 
the current law placed on many retired 
members can be illustrated by an inci
dent that occurred last year after the 
Naval Academy Hospital was closed One 
of m:r constituents had to go in a ci~ilian 
hospital bec~use of a medical emergency. 
She stayed m the hospital for 30 days 
for a cost of $10,000. Her share of the 
$10,000 was $2,500 (25 p~cent of total). 
However, the cost sharing for an active
duty dependent receiving the same medi
cal treatment 'Yould have been $150 ($5 
per day). In thls case, the retiree had to 
pay $2,350 more than the active-duty de
pendent. 
~s is a bill that would reduce the in

patient cost-sharing for emergency 
treatment to retired members and their 
dependents participating in CHAMPUS 
a~d thereby assist in ameliorating situ~ 
at10ns similar to the one mentioned in 
my example. 

Specifically, the bill is designed to re
dre~s so~e of the problems retirees are 
havmg m acquiring emergency health 
care. UI?-der CHAMPUS by: 

Eliminating the 25-percent copayment 

required for emergency inpatient care 
for retired members and their depend
ents. 

Establishing a $25 per patient fee, or 
the daily rate for a military medical fa
cility <currently $5), whichever is 
greater, for emergency inpatient care for 
retired members and their dependents. 
This copayment schedule is currently 
available to all active-duty depend
ents on a nonemergency and emergency 
basis. -

Retaining the current copayment rate 
of 25 percent for nonemergency inpatient 
care for retired members and their de
pendents. 

The Department of Defense has esti
mated the cost of this bill to be approxi
mately $5 million per year while the 
Congressional Budget Office has estimat
ed the annual cost at about $15 million. 
Therefore, the annual cost might range 
between $5 to $15 million. 

It is time to stop the current erosion 
of military benefits, and with the Con
gress and the administration working to
gether, we can begin to reverse the dan
gerous trend. 

I sincerely believe that the enactment 
of this bill into law will help send a 
strong signal to our military members 
that the Congress cares and is appreci
ative of the service thev have given and 
are giving to our country. 

Therefore, I urge enactment of this 
legislation. 

0 1600 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, re

serving the right to object, and I do not 
think I will, so the gentlewoman from 
Maryland and the gentleman from Texas 
can assure us that the highest cost would 
be roughly $15 million? 

Mr. WHITE. That is my under
standing. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. And this is to pro
vide health benefits that we had previ
ously recommended would be there; is 
that correct? 

Mr. WHITE. This applies on an emer
gency basis for the retired in the same 
manner as those who are on active 
service. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas and 
the gentlewoman from Maryland for 
their explanations, and I withdraw my 
reservrution of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 7636 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
1086(b) of title 10, United States Code, re
lating to contracts for medical care for re
tired members of the uniformed services and 
their dependents, is amended-

( 1) by inserting "nonemergency" in clause 
(3) before "inpatient care"; and 

(2) by adding a.t the end thereof the fol
lowing new clause: 

"(4) For emergency inpatient care-
.. (A) in the case of a. person covered by 

section 1074(b) of this title , the greater of 
$25 or the amount tha.t would ha.ve been 

charged under section 1075 of this title had 
the care being paid for been obtained in a. 
hospital of the uniformed services; and 

"(B) in the ca~e of a person covered by 
section 1076(b) of this title or described in 
subsection (c) (2) who is eligible for health 
benefits under this section, the greater of 
$26 or the amount that would have been 
charged under section 1078(a.) of this title 
had the care being paid for been obtained in 
a. hospital of the uniformed services.". 

SEc. 2. The amendments made by the first 
section of this Act apply to health care pro
vided after September 30, 1980. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

AUTHORIZING PROVISIONS OF 
FULL DENTAL CARE BENEFITS TO 
DEPENDENTS OF MEMBERS OF 
UNIFORMED SERVICES ON ACTIVE 
DUTY 
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent for the immediate consid
eration of the bill <H.R. 8189) to amend 
chapter 55 of title 10, United States 
Code, to authorize the provision of full 
dental care benefits to dependents of 
members of the uniformed services on 
active duty under the civilian health and 
medical program of the uniformed serv
ices and in facilities of the uniformed 
services. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gentle
man from Texas? 

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do so for the pur
pose .of asking the gentleman from Texas 
to explain this legislation, and also to 
assure the gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROUSSELOT) that there is nothing 
unusual in this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. WffiTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
support H.R. 8189, which authorizes 
dental care for dependents of active
duty military personnel under the civil
ian health and medical program of the 
uniformed services <CHAMPUS), and to 
offer a technical amendment to the bill 
as reported. 

Early hearings on CHAMPUS docu
mented the dental needs of military de
pendents and assessed the benefits of 
including dental-care provisions in the 
CHAMPUS program. These hearings 
convincingly demonstrated that our mil
itary population perceived dental care as 
an important benefit. 

In recent years, the widespread avail
ability of prepaid dental care programs 
to the private sector work force sparked 
renewed interest in the enactment of 
legislation to provide full dental care for 
military dependents. As an example, 
about 70 m~llion Americans in fiscal year 
1980 participated in prepaid dental 
programs. 

The current CHAMPUS legislation 
limits dental care to military dental fa
cilities on a space-availability basis for 
dependents of active-duty personnel 
when there exists a dental care emer
gency, when dental care is adjunct to 
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medical or surgical procedures, when 
adequate civilian dental care facilities 
are not available, or when dependents of 
active-duty personnel are stationed out
side of the continental United States. 

The committee conducted a series of 
hearings this year motivated by the ad
ministration's dental CHAMPUS pro
posal and by its assessment: First, that 
presently many military personnel per
ceive that military family benefits have 
been eroding; and second, that spiraling 
inflation is having a severe impact upon 
the military family-particularly upon 
the families of personnel in the lower 
pay grades. 

The evidence overwhelmingly sug
gested that the administration's pro
posal while obviously a step in the right 
direction, did not go far enough in pro
viding for basic dental care. Specifically, 
it appeared that because of the out-of
pocket cost required of participants to 
meet the deductible and cost-sharing 
provisions, dependents of many enlisted 
members in the lower pay grades would 
be precluded from taking advantage of 
even the basic dental services. As a re
sult, the cost-sharing and deductible 
provisions of the administration's pro
posal were revised and those changes are 
reflected in H.R. 8189. 

The military witnesses who testified 
generally agreed that full dental care 
to dependents of active-duty personnel 
at military dental facilities should be 
provided when space facilities and den
tal staff are available. The witnesses in
dicated that, frequently as a result of 
broken appointments and scheduled and 
unscheduled training exercises by ac
tive-duty members, dentists occasionally 
have unscheduled ooen periods in their 
appointment calendars. 

It was argued that these dentists 
should be permitted to take advantage 
of those openings and provide dental 
service to active-duty denendents in or
der to insure the full utilization of mili
tary dental facilities. It was clear from 
the testimony, however, that the number 
of such openings is not significantly 
large; thus, it would probably be Poss'ble 
to satisfy only a small portion of the to
tal demand for dental services by active
duty dependents. 

H.R. 8189 will remove the restriction 
which precludes active-duty dependents 
from taking advantage of avaUable mili
tary dental facilities durin15 periods of 
less than full utilization. Th!s provis;on 
is intended to allow the dependent the 
free choice of seeking dental care under 
CHAMPUS or electin15 to receive dental 
care at a military dental facility if space 
and staff are available. 

CBO estimated the first-year cost of 
H .R. 8189 at about $189 mi.llion. How
ever, since the earliest the program could 
s~art would be in the March-April 1981 
tim~ frame. the effedive date is sP.t at 
April 1, 1981. Th1s effective date will re
S?lt in a first-year cost of about $95 mil
lion. 

This bill (H.R. 8189) voes an jmnor
tant step beyond the administration's 
proposal, and I strongly recommend that 
you support it. 

CXXVT--1825---'Part 22 

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his explanation. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to add my 
support to H.R. 8189. I agree with my 
colleague from Texas <Mr. WHITE) that 
H.R. 8189 is an important step in the 
right direction. It is certainly a vast im
provement over the administration's 
dental CHAMPUS proposal, and its en
actment will make dental care accessible 
to those who can least afford it. 

I certa\nly recognize that this bill is 
not "all things to all people" and that it 
does not include dependents of retired 
members, but I feel that in view of our 
current budgetary constraints, the en
actment of this legislation will send a 
strong and long awaited signal to our 
military families-that Congress cares. 

Therefore, I strongly support this bill 
because it is the first sten toward extend
ing dental care to all- of our military 
families. 

I urge you to support H.R. 8189. 
Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reser

vation of objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill as follows: 

H.R. 8189 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United St'ttes of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
1077 (a) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new clause: 

" ( 15) In the case of dependents described 
in section 1076(a) of this title, dental care 
in addition to the dental care authorized 
by clauses (10), (11) , and (12).". 

SEc. 2. {a) Chapter 55 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
section 1079 the following new section: 
"§ 1079a. Contracts for dental care for 

spouses and children: 
" (a ) To assure that dental care is avallable 

for spouses and children of mem.bers of the 
uniformed services who are on active duty for 
a period of more th -:tn thirty days, the Sec
ret ary of Defense, after consulting wit h the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
shall contract, under the authority of this 
section, for outpatient dental care for those 
persons under such insurance, dental serv
ice, or health plans as he considers appro
priate. Under joint regulations to be pre
scribed by the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
the types of dental care authorized under 
this section shall be the following : 

" {1) Emergency treatment and diagnootic 
and preventive services. 

" (2) Basic restorative services and pros
t hetic appliance repairs. 

" (3) Endodontic, periodontic, and pros
thodontic services, oral surgery, and single
cost restorative services 

" ( 4) Orthodontic se~ices. 
"(b) Plans covered by subsection (a) shall 

include provisions for payment by the pa
tient as follows: 

" ( 1) Payment for the first charges for a 
family group during any fiscal year for all 
types of care authorized by subsection (a) 
shall be made as follows: 

" (A) In the case of the dependents of a 
member in a pay grade below pay grade E-8, 
there shall be no payment of such first 
charges. 

" (B) In the case of the dependents of a 
member in pay grade E-8 or E-9, the first 
$50 of charges shall be paid. 

"(C) In the case of the dependents of a 
mem.ber in a warrant officer grade, the first 
$100 of charges shall be paid. 

"(D) In the case of the dependents of a 
member in pay grade 0-1 , 0-2, or 0-3, the 
first $150 of charges shall be paid. 

"(E) In the case of the dependents of a. 
mem.ber in pay grade 0-4, 0-5, or 0-6, the 
first $175 of charges shall be paid. 

"(F) In the case of the dependents of a 
member in pay grade 0-7, 0-8, 0-9, or 0-10, 
the first $200 of charges shall be paid. 

"(2) Payment for charges for a family 
group during a fiscal year for care authorized 
by subsection (a) which are in addition to 
the charges paid for such family group under 
paragraph ( 1) shall be made as follows: 

"(A) For care described in subsection 
(a) (1), a patient who is a. dependent of a. 
member in a pay grade below grade E-8 shall 
pay nothing and a patient who is a dependent 
of a member in a pay grade above pay grade 
E-7 shall pay 15 per centum. 

"(B) For care described in subsection 
(a) (2), a patient who is a. dependent of a 
member in a pay grade below pay grade 
E-8 shall pay nothing and a patient who is 
a dependent of a member in a pay grade 
above pay grade E-7 shall pay 30 per centum. 

"(C) For care described in subsection 
{a) (3), a patient shall pay 50 par centum. 

"(D) For care described in subsection 
(a) (4), a patient who is a dependent of a 
member in a pay grade below pay grade 
E-8 shall pay 50 per centum and a patient 
who is a dependent of a member in a pay 
grade above pay grade E-7 shall pay 75 per 
centum. 

" (c) The methods for making payment 
under subsection (b) shall be prescribed un
der joint regulations issued b y the Secretary 
of Defense and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services" 

(b) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 1079 the follow
ing new item: 
"1079a. Contract s for dental care for spouses 

and children : Plan5.". 
SEc. 3. (a) (1) Section 1080 of title 10, 

Unit ed St a t es Code. is amended-
(A) by inserting "{a)" before "A depend

ent"; and 
(B) by adding at the end thereof the 

following new subsection: 
"(b) A dependent covered by section 1079a 

of this title may elect to receive dental care 
in either ( 1) the facillties of the uniformed 
services, under the conditions prescribed by 
sections 1076-1078 of this title, or (2) the 
facilities provided under a plan contracted for 
under section 1079a of this t itle.". 

(2) (A) The heading of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 
"§ 1080. Contracts for medical or dental care 

for spouses and children: election 
of facillties". 

(B) The item relating to such section in the 
table of sections at the beginning of chapter 
55 of such title is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 1080. Contracts for medical or dental 

care for spouses and children: 
election of factlities.". 

(b) (1) Section 1081 of such title is 
amended by inserting "or 1079a" after "sec
tion 1079". 

(2) (A) The heading of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 
"§ 1081. Contracts for medical or dental care 

for spouses and children: review 
and adjustments of payments; re
ports". 

(B) The item relating to such section in 
the table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 55 of such title is amended to read 
as follows: 
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"Sec. 1081. Contracts for medical or dental 
care for spouses and children: 
review and adjustments of pay
ments; reports.". 

(c) Section 1082 of such title is amended 
by inserting "dental service," in the fourth 
sentence after "medical service,". 

SEc. 4. The amendments made by this Act 
shall apply to dental care provided on or 
after April 1, 1981. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WHITE 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WmTE: Page 5, 

after line 7, insert: 
"(d) The authority of the Secretary of 

Defense to enter into contracts under this 
section is effective for any fiscal year only 
to such extent or in such amounts as are 
provided in appropriation Acts.". 

Mr. WHITE <during the reading). Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have the balance of this legislative 
day in which to revise and extend their 
remarks on the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM
MERCE TO FILE REPORT ON 
S. 1828 AND H.R. 5417 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
may have until midnight Friday, Octo
ber 3, 1980, to file a report on the Senate 
bill, S. 1828, and H.R. 5417, the Milner 
Dam bills. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Ohio? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, and I will 
not, my understanding is that the expla
nation for this is to allow conversion to 
hydroelectric power, or what? 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, it is a dam in 
Idaho, I am told. I am acting on behalf 
of the Commerce Committee because 
they do not have anybody here to ex
plain it, but there are a lot of dam bills 
floating by us, but these, I understand, 
are OK. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Because the gentle
man has been nice enough to make sure 
no dam floats by too quickly, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

ESTABLISHING RATTLESNAKE NA
TIONAL RECREATION AREA AND 
WILDERNESS IN STATE OF MON
TANA 
Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill <S. 3072) 
to establish the Rattlesnake National 
Recreation Area and Wilderness in the 
State of Montana, and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Ohio? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the chairman describe the changes 
in the bill that was acted upon earlier by 
the House and the bill that is now before 
us? 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, there are three 
principal changes from the House bill. 

The Senate bill would exclude from 
the proposed wilderness area that is in
side the national recreation area a corri
dor of approximately 7 miles, wh~ch 
would go northward into the wilderness 
portion of the recreation area. It would 
give the Forest Service discretion to allow 
motorcycle use in this corridor. As I un
derstand it, this is presently a pr:mitive 
road that is used by off-the-road vehicles, 
particularly motorcycles. It is also my 
understanding that the Forest Service 
will have discretion to carry out the man
agement of this area along with the rest 
of this national recreation area in ac
cordance with the applicable laws al
ready in existence, and will conduct ap
propriate reviews of off-road vehicle use 
in this corridor to determine the extent 
to which such use would be compatible 
with the rest of the area. 

The second change would be that the 
Senate bill excludes some 5,000 acres 
from the national recreation area on the 
south and east side of the recreation 
area; and as I understand it, follows a 
watershed line instead of arbitrary sec
tion lines. 

The third principal change is to drop 
from the House bill the authorization of 
funding for the construction and opera
tion of a wildlands education center in 
the national recreation area. 

Otherwise, the bill is substantially the 
same as the House-passed bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Further 
reserving the right to object, does the 
cha:rman understand that the statement 
of intent mentioned in the bill reflects 
an agreement in principal between the 
parties as to the matters stated concern
ing claims, and will be used as a basis for 
agreement among those parties; and does 
the gentleman further understand that 
the statement of intent is an agreement 
reflecting, possibly, partial payment to 
the Montana Power Co. through coal bid-

ding rights for its Rattlesnake holdings, 
and that the Forest Service has this day, 
october 2, 1980, signed that letter of in
tent; and does the gentleman intend to 
insert the letter of intent in the REcoRD 
at this point? 

Mr. SEIBERLING. The answer to the 
gentleman's quest:on is this-1 think I 
need to elaborate. 

The parties the gentleman refers to 
are the National Forest Service and hold
ers of certain lands that are in a checker
board pattern in the proposed national 
recreation area. The bill authorizes an 
exchange of those lands for national for
est lands outside the national recreation 
area. The parties include, besides the 
Forest Service, the Montana Power Co. 
and, I believe, the Bureau of Land Man
agement. 

The answer is yes, it does intend to 
cover that authorization and that under
standing, and I will insert into the REc
ORD the letter of intent signed by those 
parties at this point: 

STATEMENT OF INTENT 
The Montana Power Company intends to 

convey all of its right, title and interest in 
and to the lands described in Exhibit A 
(hereinafter referred to a.s Montana Power 
or Rattlesnake Lands) hereto to the United 
States in order to establish the Rattlesnake 
National Recreation Area. and Wilderness in 
the State of Montana. hereinafter referred to 
as the Rattlesnake Area, subject to existing 
e:1sements of record in favor of Mountain 
water Company, a. Montana. corporation pro
viding water utillty service to the City of 
Missoula, Montana, and its environs. The 
Re.,.ional Forester of th~ Northern Region, 
Forest Service, u.s. Department of Agri
cult-ure, and tl'-e )l .. o,tena. Director of the 
Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Depart
ment of the Interior, intend to negotiate 
for and consummate the necessary exchanges 
with The Montana. Power Company, includ
ing both land-for-land exchanges and the 
exchange of coal lease bidding rights for 
the Montana. Power Company lands described 
in Exhibit A, and to give such exchange 
project the highest priority with the objec
tive of completion within thirty-six months. 

Now, therefore, in consideration of the 
lands to be exchanged andjor bidding rights 
to be issued, and;or payments to be made 
by the United States of America. for such 
intended conveyance, the parties hereto 
agree as follows: 

1. The consideration to be received by the 
Montana Power Company in exchange for 
conveyance of the Rattlesnake Lands will 
consist of three elements, the choice, combi
nation and proportions of which are to be 
determined from time to time by the Mon
tana Power Company. The three elements 
are: exchange lands, coal bidding rights, and 
cash. 

2. It is agreed that within thirty-six 
months after this Statement of Intent be
comes operative, and subject to appropriate 
enabling legislation, the Bureau of Land 
Management, Department of the Interior, 
subject to the authority and a.purova.l of the 
Secretary of the Interior, and in accordance 
with the provisions and limitations of the 
Fed9ra.l Coal Management Regulations in 
430 CFR 3400, will offer for competitive leas
ing .and will lease the Federal coal on the 
lands described in Exhibit Bas 

(A) Naval Reserve coal lands (a portion of 
coal reserve 1, Montana. 1, established by 
Executive Order of June 6, 1929). and 

(B) Other coal leases on Federal lands 
listed on Exhibit B attached hereto. The 
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bidding procedure shall provide for bonus 
bidding beginning with the minimum ac
ceptable bid needed to obtain fair market 
value determined by the Geological Survey, 
Department of the Interior, and with the 
royalty and rental rates fixed at the statu
tory minimum prior to the lease sale. If the 
Montana Power Company and;or Western 
Energy Company, its wholly owned coal pro
ducing subsidiary, shall be the successful 
bidder the lease(s) shall be issued in ex
change for cash or for a combination of cash 
and bidding rights in the amount necessary 
to meet the bonus bid. 

Future royalty payments and rentals may 
also be paid in cash or a combination of 
cash and bidding rights. All payments re
lated to the Federal coal leases must include 
a minimum of 50 percent ( ~) cash. Cash 
portions of all receipts, up to 50 percent ( ~) 
of these total amount received by the Fed
eral government, will be used to pay the 
State of Montana in accordance with the 
Mineral Leasing Act as amended. Subject 
to acreage limitations contained in the Fed
eral Coal Management Regulations in 43 CFR 
3400.0-5 (cc), new leases issued as a result 
of the procedures herein described shall be
come a part of any logical mining unit 
which they are within or to which they are 
contiguous. By signifying its assent to the 
procedures described above, the Montana 
Power Comuany does not intend to represent 
that it will, in all events, bid upon the 
lands so offered, or that a bid, 1f made, will 
be made by the exercise of bidding rights 
in lieu of cash. 

3. The United States Government, acting 
by and through the USDA-Forest Service, 
and USDI-Bureau of Land Management, 
agree, provided that the Rattlesnake Area 
is established, to attempt to exchange United 
States lands of equal value for the remain
ing "Rattlesnake Lands" owned by the Mon
tana Power Company listed on Exhibit A. 
Said exchange is to be concluded within 
thirty-six months of enactment of the leg
islation establishing the Rattlesnake Area. 
As an identification of the lands to be con
sidered in such an exchange, certain lands 
are designated in Exhibits C and D as the 
starting base for the negotiation of such ex
change. All lands exchanged shall be con
veyed to the Montana Power Company by 
patent or deed issued by the United States 
and shall include both the surface and min
eral estate insofar as the ownershio of the 
mineral estate resides with the United States. 
All Montana Power lands exchanged shall 
be conveyed to the United States by war
ranty deed conveying merchantable title to 
the pro,..,erty and shall include both the sur
face and mineral estate insofar as the own
ership of the mineral estate resides with The 
Montana Power Com~any, sub1ect only to 
the eMements held by Mountain Water Com
pany as aforesaid. Title to the U.S. lands 
shall be conveyed simultaneously with title 
conjveyance of The Montana Power Company 
lands. 

4. In the event a land exchange cannot be 
mutually agreed to, or if only a portion of 
The Montana Power Company lands are in
cluded in the exchange, the Montana Power 
Company may, at it oution, obtain a cash 
payment for all of, or the remainder of, its 
"Rattlesnake Lands" sub ~ect to aupropria
tion by the United States Congreoos. 

5. Title to the "Rattlesnake Lands" shall 
not be conveyed to the United States until 
the values of the exchanges, bidding rights. 
and/ or cash payments equal the estimated 
fair market value of the Montana Power 
Company lands listed in Exhibit A. 

6. The value of the land, or interests in 
lands to be conveved, both Federal aTld non
Federal, shall be determined, by independent 
professional appraisers acceptable to the 

United States and the Montana Power Com
pany, according to the Uniform Appraisal 
Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions, as 
issued in May 1971, by the Interagency Land 
Acquisition Conference. The fair market 
value of any Federal coal as required by the 
Coal Leasing Amendments Act will be deter
mined by the Geological Survey, Department 
of the Interior. 

7. It is understood that the payment in 
cash of any determined values under this 
Statement of Intent shall be authorized by 
the United States Congress in the Enabling 
Act establishing the Rattles~ake Area. 

8. It is the intent of all parties involved to 
meet within thirty (30) days of ena:::tment 
of the Rattle::nake legislation to develop an 
action plan setting forth specific details and 
procedures for implementing and cor:sum
mating this land transJ.:::tion. 

Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. I yield to 
my colleague. 

Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Speaker, am I to 
understand that public access has been 
provided to Wangel Creek, the corridor 
we were talking about and discussed in 
the Interior Committee? 

0 1610 
Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, let me 

take a look at the map here. 
That is correct. The answer is, yes, the 

National Forest Service would be au
thorized to permit such access. 

Mr. MARLENEE. That access would 
be, as the gentleman referred to it, by 
motorbike, by trail bike, or by snow
mobiles? 

Mr. SEIBERLING. That is correct. 
Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Speaker, if the 

gentleman will yield further, I under
stand that the differences in this legisla
tion have bePn reconciled between the 
Members of the Montana delegation? 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, that is 
what I am advised, and I say that the 
two gentlemen from Montana who are 
here are probably the best rossible ones 
to know whether that is the case. 

Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Speaker, as the 
m~nority member of the delegation, I 
commend my colleague, in whose district 
this wilderness area falls, and I do sup
port the bill. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, let me stmply say 
as the chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Montana <Mr. WIL
LHMs) has done an outstanding job in 
working with the various interests in
volved and bringing out a mutually ac
ceptable bill. He has shown great pa
tience, skill, and dedication in working 
out a balanced and farsighted solution. 

I also commend the Members on the 
Senate side for their willingness to co
operate in doing the same. 

As is usually the case, this is not a bill 
that everyone is totally happy with, but 
in talking with the gentleman from 
Montana <Mr. WILLIAMS) and some of 
the other interested parties, I am told by 
everyone that it is acceptable. I certainly 
commend him for his really creative and 
constructive work here. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol

lows: 
s. 3072 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That this Act may 
be cited as the "Rattlesnake National Rec
reation Area and Wilderness Act of 1980". 

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS AND POLICY 

SECTION 1. (a) The Congress finds that-
( 1) certain lands on the Lolo National 

Forest in Montana have high value for water
shed, water storage, wildlife habitat, primi
tive recreation, historical, scientific, ecolog
ical, and educational purposes. This national 
forest area has long been used as a wilder
ness by Montanans and by people through
out the Nation who value it as a source of 
solitude, wildlife, clean, free-flowing waters 
stored and used for municipal purposes for 
over a century, and primitive recreation, to 
include such activities as hiking, camping, 
backpacking, hunting, fishing, horse riding, 
and bicycling; and 

(2) certain other lands on the Lola Na
tional Forest, while not predominantly of 
wilderness quality, have high value for mu
nicipal watershed, recreation, wildlife habi
tat, and ecological and educational purposes. 

(b) Therefore, it is hereby declared to be 
the policy of Congress that, to further the 
purposes of the Wilderness Act of 1964 (16 
U.S.C. 1131) and the National Forest Manage
ment Act of 1976 (16 U.S.C. 1600), the peo
ple of the Nation and Montana would best 
be served by national recreation area desig
nation of the Rattleneck area to include the 
permanent preservation of certain of these 
lands under established preservation of cer
tain of these lands under established statu
tory deignatlon as wilderness, and to pro
mote the watershed, recreational, wildlife, 
and educational values of the remainder of 
these lands. 

DESIGNATION AND MANAGEMENT OF RATTLESNAKE 
WILDERNESS AREA 

SEc. 2. (a) In furtherance of the purposes 
of the Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890; 16 
U.S.C. 1131), certain lands within the Rattle
snake National Recreation Area as desig
nated by this Act, which comprise approxi
mately 33,000 acres as generally depicted as 
the "Rattlesnake Wilderness" on a map en
titled "Rattlesnake National Recreation 
Area and Wilderness-Proposed", and dated 
October 1, 1980, are hereby designated as 
wilderneEs and shall be known as the Rattle
snake Wilderness. 

(b) Subject to valid existing rights, the 
RattleEnake Wilderness as designated by this 
Act shall be administered by the Secretary 
of Agriculture, hereafter referred to as the 
Secretary, in accordance with the provisions 
of the Wilderness Act governing areas desig
nated by that Act as wilderness: Provided, 
That any reference in such provisions to the 
effective date of the Wilderness Act shall 
be deemed to be a reference to the effective 
date of this Act. 

DESIGNATION AND MANAGEMENT OF 
RATTLESNAKE 

SEc 3. An area of land as generally depict
ed as the "Rattlesnake National Recreation 
Area" on a map entitled "Rattlesnake Na
tional Recreation Area and Wilderness-Pro
posed", and dated October 1, 1980, is hereby 
established as the Rattlesnake National Rec
reation Area. 

LAND ACQUISITION AND EXCHANGE 

SEc. 4. (a) Within the boundaries of the 
Rattlesnake National Recreation Area and 
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Rattlesnake Wilderness, the Secretary is au
thorized and directed to acquire with do
nated or appropriated funds including 
amount::; appropriated from the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund, by exchange, gift, 
or p1.ucbase, such non-Federal lands, inter
ests, or any other property, in conformance 
with the provisions of this section. Nothing 
in thi.s Act shall be construed to limit or 
diminish the existing authority of the Secre
tary to acquire lands and interests therein 
within. or contiguous to the Rattlesnake Na
tional Recreation Area or Rattlesnake Wil
derness. 

(b) (1) The Secretary of the Interior, in 
consultation with the Secretary of Agricul
ture, is authorized to consider and consum
mate an exchange with the owner of the 
private lands or interests therein within or 
contiguous to the boundaries of the Rattle
snake National Recreation Area and Rattle
snake Wilderness, as described in sections 2 
and 3 of this Act, by which the Secretary of 
the Interior may accept conveyance of title 
to these private lands for the United States 
and in exchange issue bidding rights that 
may be exercised in competitive coal lease 
sales, or in coal lease modifications, or both, 
under sections 2 and 3 of the Mineral Lands 
Leasing Act of 1920, as amended (30 U.S.C. 
201 (a), 203). Any lands so acquired shall 
become national forest lands under the juris
diction of the Secretary of Agriculture to be 
managed in accordance with the provisions 
of this Act and other laws applicable to the 
management of national forest lands. Noth
ing in this Act shall be construed to limit or 
diminish any existing authority of the Sec
retaries of the Interior and Agriculture to 
acquire private lands and interests therein 
in the Rattlesnake National Recreation Area 
and Rattlesnake Wilderness. Nothing in this 
Act shall be construed to require any owner 
of the lands within or contil!"uous to the 
Rattlesnake National Recreation Area or 
Rattlesnake Wilderness to accept coal lease 
bidding rights in exchange for title to those 
private lands. 

(2) The coal lease bidding rights to be 
issued may be exercised as payment of bonus 
or other payment required of the successful 
bidder for a competitive coal lease, or re
quired of an applicant for a coal lease modi
fication. The bidding rights shall equal the 
fair market value of the private lands or in
terests therein conveyed in exchange for their 
issuance. The use and exercise of the bidding 
rights shall be subject to the provisions of 
the Secretary of the Interior's regulations 
governing coal lease bidding rights, to t:t>e 
extent that they are not inconsistent with 
this Act, that are in effect at the time the 
bidding rights are issued. 

(3) If for any reason, including but not 
limited to the failure of the Secretary of the 
Interior to offer for lease lands in the Von
tana portion of the Powder River Coal Pro
rtnctlon Re~rion as defined in the Federal 
Register of November 9, 1979 (~4 FR 65196), 
or the failure of the hoJder of the bidding 
riq'hts to submit a successful high bid for 
any such leases. any bldding rights issued in 
an exchan!<'e under this Act have not been 
exercised within three years fro"'"l the date 
of enactment of this Act, the }"!older of t"'e 
hirioing rights may, at its election. use t-he 
outstqnoJng bidoln~ rights as a credit. against 
anv royalty. rental. or anvanr.e rovalty pay
ments owed to t'he United Stat"s on any Fed
eral c-oal Jeasefs) it may then hold. 

(4) It is the intent of Cone-ress that the 
exchange of bidding rights for the private 
lands or interests therein authorized by this 
Act shall occur within three years of the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(f\) In order to faclUtate the exchange au
thorized by this Act. the Executive order 
captioned "Order of Withdrawal", of June 6, 
1929, creating "Coal Reserve No. 1, Montana, 
No. 1", is hereby revoked to the extent that 

it constitutes a withdrawal of the lands 
therein from disposal under the Mineral 
Lands Leasing Act of 1920, as amended. 

(c) The exchange of lands involving Bur
lington Northern, Inc. shall be in accordance 
with the agreement entitled "Statement of 
Intent" entered into by Burlington North
ern, Inc. and the Regional Forester of the 
United States Forest Service, Region 1, signed 
September 18, 1980, and it is the intent of 
Congress that this exchange shall occur with
in three years of the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

tC1) (1) As non-Federal lands and interests 
in the Rattlesnake National Recreation Area 
are acquired, the lands shall become part of 
the Rattlesnake National Recreation Area. 
As non-Federal lands and interests in the 
Rattlesnake Wilderness are acquired, the 
lands shall become part of the Rattlesnake 
Wilderness. The Secretary shall publish from 
time to time a notice of such classifications 
in the Federal Register. It is the intention 
of Congress that acquisition of the non
Federal lands shall be completed no later 
than three years after the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

(2) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to permit the Secretary to affect or diminish 
any water right which is vested under either 
State or Federal law at the time of enact
ment of this Act, nor the rights of the owner 
of such water right to the customary and 
usual access, including necessary motorized 
use over and along existing roads and trails 
to any facilities used in connection there
with, and the right to operate and maintain 
such facilities . 

FILING OF MAPS AND DESCRIPTIONS 

SEc. 5. As soon as practicable after enact
ment of this Act, a map and legal description 
of the Rattlesnake National Recreation Area 
and a map and legal description of the 
Rattlesnake Wilderness shall be filed with 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs of the House of Repre;entatives and 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources of the United States Senate, and such 
maps and legal descriptions shall have the 
sa-me force and effect as if included in this 
Act: Provided, however, That correction of 
clerical and typographical errors in such legal 
descriptions and maps may be made. 

AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 6. Eff'ective October 1, 1981, there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated such 
funds as mav be necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this Act. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be read 
a third time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. MICHEL ac:;ked and was ~iven 

perm!ssion to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
asked to proceed for 1 minute only 
for the purpose of inquiring of the Chair 
whether or not, except for the routine 
requests and the snecial orders, this will 
conclude the business of the day. 

The SPEAKER pro temnore. Th~ Chair 
will state that the gent.leman's question 
contains the answer. Yes, this will con
clude the bu.,iness of the day. 

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the Chair. 

GAS RESOURCES R.D. & D. ACT 
<Mr. ANTHONY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks, and include extraneous matter.> 

Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
introduce a bill which is intended to help 
improve our Nation's energy self-suffi
ciency by implementing an aggressive 
research, development, and demonstra
tion effort in the area of natural and 
synthetic gas resources. Potential domes
tic energy production from unconven
tional gas formations and underground 
conversion of coal represent a significant 
source of energy, according to both in
dustry and Government. The need exists 
for advanced technology to be developed 
so that these gas resources can supple
ment existing conventional gas supplies 
in meeting our energy needs. It is the 
intention of this legislation to publicly 
join, with industry, to develop this tech
nology in a time frame that will allow 
these resources to assist in our transition 
to renewable forms of energy, 

Production from these energy re
sources are particularly attractive be
cause both well exploration and de
velopment and underground or in place 
conversion of coal are likely to be much 
less disruptive to the environment than 
other alternatives. In addition, gaseous 
energy is clean burning, versatile, and 
easily stored. Finally, initial estimates of 
cost put these gas resources in a range 
competitive with synthetic and renewable 
fuels. 

The counterpart to this measure, S. 
2774, was passed by the other body Sep
tember 24. Knowing the history of the 
House Science Committee in acting on 
similar R.D. & D. measures. I look for
ward to a thorough examination of this 
bill in the near future. 

Mr. Speaker, with the recurring tur
bulence in th~ Middle East again threat
ening the oil lifeline to the United States 
and the West, it is all too painfully ap
parent we are in dire need of establish
ing greater domestic energy self-suffi
ciency. The Congress, in recognizing this 
need, has responded over the last 3 years 
with legislation to stimulate increased 
domestic energy production through gas 
and oil price deregulation, subsidies for 
conversion of coal, shale, and biomass to 
energy, tax incentives for the use of re
newable forms of energy, and grants as 
well as tax incentives for using energy 
more efficiently or practicing energy con
servation. Although the response time to 
these initiatives will necessarily be grad
ual, the United States is moving in the 
right direction so as to lessen its depend
ence on unstable, expensive foreign en
ergy sources. 

Yet as the legislation enacted by Con
gress recognizes, most, if not all, the 
tools to be used in meeting our energy 
challenge are new and largely untested 
in today's environment. There is a sub
stantial degree of technical risk, in addi
tion to the economic and environmental 
risks so often mentioned, in producing 
new forms of usable energy. Further, the 
incentives mPntioned earlier such as in 
the Energy Security Act, to reduce the 
economic risk of producing synthetic 
fuels will help develop only a portion of 
our domestic resources, because of con
ventional technology limitations. 

Thus in order to meet a national ob
jective 'or maximizing domestic energy 
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production, there is a need to both im
prove upon conventional energy produc
tion technology and introduce more efii
cient and versatile advanced technology. 
It is to meet the national objective that 
research, development and demonstra
tion efforts must be undertaken to reduce 
the technical risks to deployment of new 
energy technology. And it is in the energy 
areas in particular where a Government 
R.D. & D. role is justiPed to move up the 
timeframe in which the private sector 
can respond to the national need to be 
more energy independent. It is in the 
context of an appropriate Government 
partnership with industry that I submit 
the Gas Resources R.D. & D. Act will con
tribute in part to resolving our energy 
problem. 

This bill will accelerate our research, 
development and demonstration efforts 
in so-called unconventional gas re
sources and in the underground or in 
situ conversion of coal to gas. A Govern
ment-sponsored program for the de
velopment of improved gas exploration 
and drilling technology .to produce hard
to-get gas as well as advanced processes 
for converting coal into gas while the 
coal is in place is doable, will have the 
involvement of industry, and is in the 
public interest. These resources will serve 
to supplement conventional natural gas 
production which currently is the largest 
contributor to U.S. domestic energy 
supplies. 

Like conventional natural gas, uncon
ventional or in situ coal gas, is likely to 
be very desirable environmentally both 
from the production and utilization 
points of view, and therefore, a premium 
fuel for applications in this period of 
heightened public concern about many of 
our energy sources. Because there is 
already a massive investment in the gas 
pipeline delivery system and in end-use 
equipment, it is possible to utilize an 
existing energy infrastructure to market 
these new gas sources while at the same 
time get the best return on investment 
by assuring the use of existing gas de
livery and end-use equipment as long as 
possible. 

Unconventional gas resources-tight 
gas sands, Devonian shales, geooressured 
aquifers, and coal bed methane--are 
found in most areas of the Nation, close 
to existing pipelines and in proximity to 
potential markets. Both industry and 
Government analyses of the resource po
tential of unconventional gas state the 
case why this resource deserves consid
eration. The National Petroleum Coun
cil, DOE, and Gas Research Institute all 
put the minimum recoverable resource 
potential of unconventional gas at 
double the current level of proved gas 
reserves-200 TCF, or a 10-year supply 
at current consumption rates. 

tempt to better define the nature of ~he 
resource, its behavior under produc~IOn 
conditions and the environmental Im
pacts of its production. In additioz:, other 
institutional barriers to productiOn are 
to be examined. 

TABLE I.-ESTIMATES OF UNCONVENTIONAL NATURAL 
GAS RESOURCES 

[Prices in 1979 dollars; volumes in trillion cubic feet) 

Price GRI Lewin NPCI 

Western tight gas sands: 
Existing technology_._ $3. 12 30 90.0 140 

4. 50 45 104.0 160 
6. 00 60 ---------- 175 

Advanced technology __ 3. 12 100 170.0 185 
4. 50 120 185.0 215 
6. 00 150 --------- - 230 

Eastern devonian shale: 
3. 00 10 6.1 9.4 Existing technology ___ 
4. 50 15 9.6 16.6 
6.00 25 ---------- 21.0 

Advanced technology __ 3.00 10 12.1 15 
4.50 30 19. 5 24 
6. 00 45 ---------- 29 

Coal ~;i~tl~~ technology_ - - 3. 00 10 ---------- 6· 0 
4. 50 15 ---------- 16.8 
6. 00 30 ---------- 25.3 

Advanced technology__ 3. 00 30 1. 3-19.2 ---------
4. 50 40 1.6-24.6 ---------
6. 00 60 -------------------

Geopressured zones: ad-
vanced technology_____ _____ _________ 3. 6 2 0.24-.57 

1 NPC estimates for western tight sands are preliminary and 
incomplete. .. k t d te 

2 Projection is based upon "best prospects nown o a • 

More impressive from a resource po
tential standpoint is our Nation's vast 
abundance of coal. With U.S. coal re-. 
serves in excess of the energy equivalent 
of OPEC's oil reserves, we are not with
out the fossil energy resources to do the 
job of becoming more energy self-sufii
cient. However, 93 percent of these coal 
resources are considered technically or 
economically unrecoverable using con
ventional underground or surface min
ing techniques. 

In order to utilize much of these coal 
reserves in an economically and environ
mentally acceptable manner, under
ground coal gasification processes can 
be developed to convert the coal in place 
to low- or medium-Btu gas, and thus 
into usable energy. An exciting prospect 
of how this source of energy would be 
used is in the in situ coal gasification of 
lignite coal which is found in areas of 
the South and Southwest where new in
dustries are being located. It is envi
sioned medium-Btu gas could be pro
duced and sent a short distance to an 
energy park, where industry could op
erate closer to its energy source rather 
than population centers. 

To date, promising tests of the tech
nology have occurred, while the U.S.S.R. 
currently uses similar processes commer
cially. This bill would establish program 
objectives to further test and demon
state in situ coal gasification technology 
with industry in order to tap our stag
gering reserves of unminable coal. As table 1 shows, the amount of gas 

recoverable from these sources is both 
price and technology dependent, with 
advanced technology serving as the 
stronger variable. In order to address the 
uncertainties this range of estimates 
represents, thts bill maintains a strong 
program within the Department of 
Energy to work with industry to develop 
advanced drilling technology and at-

In summary, a successful research, 
development and demonstration pro
gram in gas resources heretofore termed 
unconventional or exotic could more 
than double esttmates of remaining 
domestic gas reserves. There is good rea
son to carry out such a program because 
the projected economics of these tech
nologies show significant amounts of 

recoverable resources at prevailing nat
ural gas prices and substantial in
creases in the recoverable resources when 
compared to alternate energy sources 
and when further advances are made in 
current technology. 

An aggressive R.D. & D. program is 
necessary to improve present state-of
the-art technologies and to foster ad
vanced technologies. Because industry 
funds for strictly private projects are 
usually l~mited to high payoff, near-term 
efforts, the job of investing in large ex
penditures to advance technology is not 
likely to occur without public support, 
or is not likely to occur as quickly with
out Government help. This is not to say 
industry will not or is not doing the 
job, but can do it faster with cost shar
ing contributions by the public. 

This bill provides a 6-year program 
authorization for the DOE to commit to 
a strong R.D. & D. in gas resource devel
opment. The amounts authorized in this 
bill are identical to those outlined in the 
program planning documents of DOE. 
The goals of the bill-to foster produc
tion of two TCF or quads of unconven
tional gas by 1990 and six TCF by 2000, 
while fully demonstrating in situ coal 
gasification technology by 1990-are 
both modest and attainable. 

Finally, the bill, by committing Gov
ernment to strong support of this en
vironmentally desirable energy form, 
gives industry the right signal to proceed 
to development of these resources under 
the expectation of consistent Govern
ment policy. The consistency factor is 
important to industry in commitment of 
long-term capital resources. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
consider cosponsorship of this measure 
and look forward to examination of its 
merits .in the Science and Technology 
Committee at an early date. 

IRAN'S PARLIAMENT HAS AP
POINTED A COMMISSION TO 
NEGOTIATE RELEASE OF AMERI
CAN HOSTAGES 

(Mr. McCLORY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend ' his 
remarks.) 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, almost 
since the time of the seizure of our Amer
ican hostages, an unprecedented offense 
against civil government, the revolution
a.rv elements in Iran and the Ayatollah 
Khomeini have declared that the Ira
nian Parliament would set the terms and 
arrange for negotiating the hostages' re
lease. 

Just yesterday the newly elected Ira
nian Parliament appointed a commission 
of seven members to negotiate "with the 
American people"-not with the Ameri
can Government. This, I interpret to 
mean that the Iranian Parliamentary 
Commission is directed to negotiate with 
the people's representatives which would 
seem to me to be a commission or com
mittee of the Congress-primarily the 
peoole's representatives or, in other 
words, a committee formed from the 
membership of this House. 

Mr. Speaker, it is recalled that at the 
initiative of our colleague, BEN GILMAN 
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of New York, a communication endorsed 
by 187 of our colleagues was directed 
recently to the President of the Ira
nian Parliament urging that steps be 
taken to provide an early release of the 
hostages. That communication has been 
discussed by the Majlis <Parliament) 
and we await their response. 

Mr. Speaker, while I am not suggest
ing that diplomatic prerogatives should 
be taken over by this body, still I do not 
regard the negotiations for the release 
of the hostages as necessarily a diplo
matic undertaking. President Jimmy 
Carter, or at least his wife, Rosalynn 
Carter, has sought to have the Presi
dent's brother, Billy Carter, serve as a 
representative to seek release of the hos
tages. The Secretary General of the 
United Nations, Kurt Waldheim, has en
deavored to use his offices. Even such 
individuals as Ramsey Clark, Jesse Jack
son, and several religious leaders have 
endeavored to use their offices. 

What I am suggesting, Mr. Speaker, is 
that thoughtful consideration should be 
given to the naming of a committee of 
this body which could be available to use 
our offices in any possible negotiations to 
secure release of the hostages under any 
reasonable terms-at the earliest pos
sible date. Certainly, Mr. Speaker, no 
obstacle should be placed in the path of 
this proposal by the Carter administra
tion or any of its officials on the grounds 
that negotiations should be handled un
der a formula which President Carter 
may prefer. The important objective is 
to see the hostages return home, after 
their horrendous ordeal now extending 
to 334 days. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that there are 
Members of this body fully capable of 
representing our Nation's best interests 
in the difficult and yet highly critical 
role of finding a basis for our hostages 
to be released and returned to their 
homes and families. Let me add that I 
am aware of strong indications that the 
suggestion which I am making is con
sistent with the thinking and overtures 
of political leaders in Iran which was 
advanced by the Ayatollah Khomeini 
himself, and deserves the opportunity 
for a congressional reponse to the Ira
nian parliamentary initi ative. This initi
ative requires the immediate attention of 
our leaders here in this legislative branch 
of our Government. 

STORAGE OF OTL FOR. STRATEGIC 
PURPOSES 

<Mr. JEFFORDS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 
~r. JEFFORDS. Mr. Sneaker. if this 

N.atwn should suffer disastrous defeat in 
my view historians wm not point to~
fired, misfired or misdirected missile<;. or 
to ineffective training in onr military, 
but rather to the fa~t that this country 
ran out of gas. The Iraq-Iranian conflict 
has again directed the eves of th"! world 
to our Achilles' heel; that is, the failure 
of this Nation to build a strategic pe
troleum reserve. 

Mr. Soeaker. here the rarter admin
i~tration has demonstrated gro~s neg
hgence of catastrophic proportions. 

Notwithstanding that, throughout the 
present administration's tenure, it has 
been directed to form a strategic re
serve, it has failed to do so. During the 
oil glut, while private companies and 
other nations have been filling their 
reserves, the Carter administration has 
done nothing. No oil has been placed in 
storage since November 1978. Only 
recently have plans been made for ex
changing oil from the Elk Hills Naval 
Petroleum Reserve, a program suggested 
by myself and the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. STRATTO"i) 5 years ago. While 
recent evidence indicates that 13 million 
barrels were offered for purchase at 
relatively bargain prices, none was 
taken. Recently the administration re
vealed plans to ftll the reserve at mini
mum levels; under their design it will 
take 25 years to attain minimum 
protection. 

Because world oil stocks stand at ex
tremely high levels, we may be pre
served this time from gross vulnerability 
and economic crisis. But we may not be 
so lucky next time. 

As I have stated, the armed conflict 
now taking place between Iran and Iraq 
prompts renewed concern about the De
partment of Energy's failure to fill the 
strategic petroleum reserve mandated 
by Congress in 1975. As this conflict es
calates, there is a very real threat of 
closing the Strait of Hormuz, through 
which the major Mideastern oil pro
ducers ship their supplies. 

It is only because world oil stocks 
have re"'ortedly reached the enormous 
level of 6 billion barrels that this con
tingency does not present an immediate 
threat to our national security. The cur
rent situation contrasts wi.th the 3 bil
lion barrel level which tended to nrevail 
before the Iranian revolution and all of 
the ensuing anxieties. 

Once again, Mideastern events un
derscore the precariousness of our oil 
supply, and the reasons why the United 
States must have a significant amount 
of oil placed in strategic storage. The 
Department of Energy's management of 
th~ EPR program has amounted to a 
scandalous failure; 5 years after we es
tablished a reserve intended to reach 
1 billion barrels of capacity, we have a 
total of 92 million barrels in storage, 
only a couple of weeks supply. 

Other oil importing countries have 
insured that, through either private or 
Government action, their reserves now 
stand at record levels. According to this 
week's "Lundberg Letter," a widely rec
ognized authority on the world oil mar
ket, most countries are retaining a sur
plus of about 60 days worth of supply 
above the "minimum acceptable level," 
as defined by the Department of En
ergv. In August, petroleum stocks in the 
United States equaled 14.5 days above 
the "minimum acceptable level." The 
Lundberg Letter estimates that we 
would need an additional billion bar
rels in reserve to bring us in line with the 
world average. It happens that this 
amount corresponds to the level en
vis~oned for the U.S. strategic petroleum 
reserve in the authorizing legislation. 

The Department's dereliction is par
ticularly unconscionable in light of the 
supply glut wh;ch has characterized the 
world oil market for the last 6 months. 

Before the Iran-Iraq conflict developea, 
this glut was projected to last another 
year. The Department has not taken ad
vantage of these extremely favorable 
market conditions to purchase oil for 
the reserve. It is difficult for me to un
derstand this inaction, since the De
partment explained its failure to act last 
year, and the year before, by citing tight 
world supply conditions. It took a new 
mandate in the Energy Security Act to 
prod the Department into issuing any 
bids for oil purchases. Even with this 
mandate, the Department does not ex
pect to begin filling the reserve before 
November. 

To describe the dimensions of the 
current oil glut even further, testimony 
recently submitted to the Energy and 
Power Subcommittee by the Arco Co., 
indicates that over 100 million barrels 
of oil is now sitting in Anchorage, the 
Gulf of Mexico and the Caribbean, wait
ing to be unloaded. At the present time, 
storage tanks are too full to accept these 
supplies. There is now 450 million bar
rels of oil in world pipelines alone. 

Under these circumstances, Arco of
fered to sell the Depart~ent 13 million 
barrels of oil, but the Department re
fused the offer. Not only have they failed 
to take decisive action under excellent 
market conditions, they have also an
nounced intentions to fill the reserve at 
the minimum rate mandated by the En
ergy Security Act. Approved in July, this 
law required a minimum fill rate of 
100,000 barrels per day. This rate is com
pletely unacceptable and should be in
creased several times. At a 100,000-bar
rel-per-day fill rate, it would take nearly 
25 years to accumulate 1 billion barrels. 

A few months back, several news
papers reported that the Department's 
reluctance to purchase oil for the reserve 
stemmed from strong objections made by 
Saudi Arabia. A~ain, this behavior as
tonishes me, as the reserve was meant to 
help free the United States from OPEC 
dictates and extortion. 

The SPR program was spurred by the 
experience of this country during the 
1973 Arab oil embargo. Among the many 
disturbing aspects of that period, Mem
bers were appalled by the revelation that 
the American oil companies which are 
partners in Aramco accepted directives 
from the Saudi Arabian Government to 
cut oti suppFes to the U.S. military. This 
cutoff was documented by the findings 
of at least three major investigations 
dur.ng the 93d ConP.Tess, including those 
of the House Armed Services DOD En
ergy Resources Subcommittee, the 
Church Subcommittee on Multinational 
Corporations, and the Jackson Perma
nent Subcommittee on Investigations. 
While it was disturbing to learn of such 
actions being taken by U.S. multination
al corporations, it is intolerable for the 
U.S. Government to follow Saudi guid
ance in an area which so vitally affects 
our national security. 

The Department of Energy cannot 
continue to mismanage the SPR pro
gram the way it has so manv other 
energy programs. The implications are 
too important for our national securit.v. 
It is essential that Congress act promotly 
after the October recess to insure that 
this program finally gets underway, par-
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ticularly while favorable supply condi
tions remain. We cannot afford to con
tinue lagging behind other countries in 
providing for strategic oil storage. 

RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE 
CORPORATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. MooR
HEAD) is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, during my 22 years in the 
House I have been involved in many 
pieces of legislation. But none were so 
difficult, so delicate, so fraught with the 
potentiality for error, as the two bills 
which I managed on the floor to provide 
financial assistance to New York City 
and the Chrysler Corp.-two very large 
entities whose financial collapse would 
have had profound repercussions on the 
Nation as a whole. 

I am genuinely proud, Mr. Speaker, 
of both of those laws. While we cannot 
yet claim final success in either case, I 
believe that we were right to provide 
the assistance in both instances, and 
both New York and Chrysler stand a 
good chance of getting back on their 
feet. 

However, that experience has taught 
me something. While I feel that we 
wound up with sound legislation in both 
cases, there were many perils along the 
way. In brief, I have reached the con
clusion that ad hoc action by Congress, 
sometimes under severe pressure of time, 
is not the most sensible way of handling 
this kind of financial emergency. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I am introduc
ing legislation today that endeavors to 
provide a more orderly mechanism for 
dealing with large potential bankruptcies 
in the future. In addition, this new 
mechanism-appropriately named the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation
will also be empowered to play a role in 
what has been called reindustrialization 
of the American economy. 

Let me emphasize at the outset two 
important points about this bill, as it 
concerns large business or local govern
ment entities threatened with default. 

First, there will be no help unless there 
exists a reasonable prospect of recovery, 
based on a hardheaded examination by 
this new Corporation, which will be as 
insulated as possible from political pres
sure. Bankruptcy will always be an 
option. The new RFC will not automat
ically help any entity just because it is 
big and its failure would cause significant 
pain. 

Second, the legislation draws from our 
invaluable experience in writing the New 
York and Chrysler bills. It is what I 
called, in both cases, tough and mean. 
Any large corporation or local govern
ment will think long and hard before 
applying for help. Not only will the as
sisted entity have to give up some of its 
autonomous decisionmaking power as 
long as assistance is outstanding, but also 
there are rigid requirements for round
ing up additional assistance beyond that 
extended by the RFC. For example, in the 
case of a potentially failing business cor
poration, at least half of the financial as-

sistance-as was required for Chrysler
must come from private sources, includ
ing banks and other lenders, suppliers, 
and the company's workers through for
gone wages and benefits. 

I want to mention also another im
portant feature of this bill that we 
thought about in the case of Chrysler 
but did not regard as feasible in the 
time we had available. In the case of 
business entities-though not local gov
ernments-what is sometimes needed is 
not more debt, even Government-guar
anteed debt, but equity. The new RFC 
would be empowered to offer assistance 
through loans and loan guarantees, but 
it would also be able to provide equity 
capital through purchase of a company's 
stock, though with carefully prescribed 
limits on voting control of the company 
and prearranged provisions for retire
ment or sale of this stock. 

The financial structure of a new Gov
ernment corporation such as this is a 
crucial issue, and I am not wedded to 
any particular device or method. As a 
starting point for discussion, the legisla
tion provides a three-part structure. 

First, the RFC will be initially capi
talized through the proceeds of a !
percent surcharge on the corporate in
come tax, to be in place until a total of 
$2.5 billion is raised. This would take 
less than 2 years at current and prospec
tive levels of taxable corporate profits. 
This capital would be the RFC's own 
money and might never have to be sup
plemented by another dollar from the 
taxpayer. 

Second, with backing from its capital 
and its assets-that is, debt securities 
and stock it has acquired from assisted 
entities-the Corporation could issue its 
own obligations in the market, with no 
guarantee from the U.S. Government. 

Third, as an additional backstop for its 
own bonds, and as a means of assuring 
rapid payment in cases of default on 
loan guarantees where that method of 
assistance by the RFC is used the Cor
poration would have the right 'to borrow 
up to $5 billion from the Treasury. This 
money would all be repaid-if necessary, 
from the proceeds of liquidation of a 
defaulted entity. 

Let me conclude, Mr. Speaker with 
a brief note on the other "wind~w" of 
this new RFC. It would be empowered to 
extend financial assistance, even in cases 
where impending bankruptcy is not the 
problem, to single companies or groups 
of companies in an industry to achieve 
specific modernization objectives which 
would have, and I quote, 
a significant beneficial impact on employ
ment opportunities and productivity, or on 
the provision of necessary goods and serv
ices ln any region of the United States. 

This aid could be extended only if
the recovery plan would not be undertaken 
and the specified objectives would not be 
obtained without Federal financial assist
ance because of the higher costs of obtain
ing non-Federal financial assistance or the 
unavailability of such other assistance. 

Mr. Speaker, I regard this provision 
as tentative and subject to extensive 
exploration in hearings and general 
public debate. However, I believe that it 

deserves consideration because, to the 
extent financial assistance is going to be 
needed to modernize some of our older 
industries, I would rather have it pro
vided by an essentially nonpolitical RFC 
than by an ordinary agency of the Gov
ernment. 

As the Nation starts a great debate 
on industrial policy, or reindustrializa
tion, or "economic renewal," or what
ever other name may be applied, I com
mend to my colleagues this carefully 
designed legislation. It is aimed at solv
ing specific problems in a realistic way. 
It is not pie in the sky but a hardheaded 
approach for dealing with the kind of 
hurricane winds that can now afilict our 
huge economy. 

1 include a summary of the bill at this 
point in the RECORD. 

H.R. 8301-RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE 
CORPORATION ACT OF 1980 

PUlU'OSE 

To assist financially distressed major busi
nesses and local governments to return to fi
nancial health. 

FORMS OF ASSISTANCE 

Loans, loan guarantees, and, with certain 
limitations, purchases of stock. 

ELIGmLE RECIPIENTS 
Major business entitles or groups of enti

ties, and major local governments. 

ADMINISTRATION OF PROGRAM 
Through the "Reconstruction Finance 

Corporation of 1980" (RFC), an instrumen
tality of the U.S. Government, to be admin
h:tered by a 7-member board of directors ap
pointed by the President and confirmed by 
the Senate, one director to be nominated as 
chairman. Directors to serve four years, no 
more than three directors to be employees 
of U.S. Government, all directors to serve 
without salary and may hold outside em
ployment. 

FUNDING OF RFC 
$2.5 billion capital stock to be raised 

through a 1-percent surtax on corporations 
with taxable income over 41 million; up to 
$5 billion draw on U.S. Treasury to cover de
faults on guaranteed loans and to meet ma
turity schedules on its own debt; RFC au
thorized in first 6 years to issue its own debt 
obligations up to 10 times paid-in capital 
and for maturities not longer than 30 years. 

CONDITIONS OF !:LIGmiLITY FOR BUSINESS 
ENTITIES 

1. Assistance may go to a single large busi
ness entit y facing bankruptcy, or to a firm 
or group of firms to achieve specified objec
tives of retaining or increasing employment 
and productivity or provision of necessary 
goods or services in a region of the U.S. 

2. Requires written request accompanied 
by a feasible plan for return to profitability 
or attainment of objectives. RFC may 
refuse assistance if recovery regarded as im
probable or objectives unattainable. 

3. There must be assurance of financial 
assistance from non-Federal sources in 
amount equal to Federal assistance. 

4. There must be reasonable assurance of 
repayment of the Federal assistance. 

5. Applicant must agree to annual inde
pendent audits, establishment of employee 
stock ownership plan, and, as RFC may re
quire, revisions of recovery plan and analy
ses reconciling actual performance with pro
visions of recovery plan. 

CONDITIONS OF E!.IGmiLITY FOR LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS 

1. Financial assistance must be in the na
tional interest because bankruptcy or de-
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fault of the local government, or serious in
terruption in essential services, would have 
si~nificant adverse impact on State or 
region. Assistance could aleo be given to 
enable local government to provide services 
or facilities for cooperative industry-govern
ment recovery plan to retain, expand, or es
tablish significant business operations in 
the community or region. 

2. Applicant must show inabil1ty to obtain 
sufficient credit elsewhere. 

3. Requires written request accompanied 
by recovery plan, and certification by Gov
ernor of need for assistance and inability of 
State to meet applicant's financing needs. 

4. There must be a State-created entity 
with authority to control applicant's fiscal 
affairs. 

5. Recovery plan must include goal of 
truly balanced operating budget and a fi
nancing plan for meeting all financing 
needs while assistance is outstanding. 

6. There must be a matching amount of 
non-Federal assistance from the State, 
other creditors, employees, private sources. 

7. There must be reasonable assurance of 
repayment of Federal assistance. 

8. Applicant must agree that, on default 
or breach of a condition, U.S. may withhold 
any Federal transfer payments to offset 
RFC claims. 

9. Applicant must a~ree to annual inde
pendent audits, to refrain from reducing sig
nificant taxes without RFC approval, and to 
provide as RFC may require revised recovery 
plans and reconcillation analyses. 

10. Interest on guaranteed local govern
ment obligations subject to Federal income 
taxation. 

CA!'IT AL STOCK PURCHASE 

1. RFC may purchase stock of a business 
enterprise only if loan or loan guarantee 
will not accomplish objectives of recovery 
plan. 

2. Stock must be retired, repurchased or 
sold in 30 years, or there must be reasonable 
assurance that it can be sold. 

3. RFC may not exercise its voting rights 
to control the enterprise by electing a ma
jority of board of directors. 
TERMS FOR DmECT AND GUARANTEED LOANS 

Maturi ty: 30 years or useful life for capital 
projects; 5 years for working capital for 
business enterprises. 

Interest rate: Reasonable considering ap
propriate return to RFC and U.S. Treas
ury's borrowing rate. 

Guaranteed fee: Requires at least 0.5 per
cent, may be higher to cover administrative 
expenses and provide appropriate return to 
RFC. 

LIMITATIONS 

1. Amount of assistance to any one local 
government or business enterprise may not 
exceed 10 percent of paid-in capital of RFC 
plus permissible amount of obligations au
thorized to be outstanding (10 times paid-in 
capital) at any one time. 

2. Federal Financing Bank prohibited 
from purchasing obligations of RFC or obli
gations guaranteed by RFC. 

3. Commitments for financial assistance 
prohibited after six years after effective 
date of the Act, unless extended by Con
gress. 

D 1620 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SEN

ATE VERSION OF H.R. 39, ALASKA 
LANDS NATIONAL INTEREST ACT 
The SPEAKER p:-o tempore. Under a 

previous ~rder of t,he House, the gentle
man from Ohio <Mr. SEIBERLING) is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

<Mr. SEIDERLING asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. SEmERLING. Mr. Speaker, today 
our colleague Congressman Mo UDALL, 
joined by Congressman ToM EVANS of 
Delaware, Congressman AsHLEY, the act
ing chairman of the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries Committee, Congressman 
PHILLIP BURTON Of California, and my
self, have introdu~ed proposed amend
ments to the version of H.R. 39, the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Conser
vation Act adopted by ·~he U .S. Senate. 

The other body adopted that bill, 
making very substantial changes in the 
House-passed version of H.R. 39, in 
August. We have been engaged since 
that time in what turned out to be a 
fruitless attempt to see if we could get 
the Senators, particularly the senior 
Senator from Alaska, Mr. STEVENS, to 
agree to some modifications to bring it 
closer to the House-passed bill. 

Last night Senator STEVENS presented 
to our colleague, Mr. UDALL, the Sen
ator's proposed changes, which fell far 
short of even meeting the House half
way. He sent them over after the House 
had adjourned. Early this morning the 
Senate adjourned. 

That being the case, those of us who 
feel that there mu3t be some improve
ments in the Senate version are intro
ducing this bill in order to permit our 
colleagues and others interested to look 
at our proposals between now and the 
time we get back foT the special session. 

Mr. Speaker, I am including, follow
ing my remarks, a summary of the pro
posals in our bill and a list of the major 
benefits to the State and other interested 
parties that will be derived from enact
ment of the Senate version of H.R. 39, 
as amended by our bill. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SENATE VERSION OF 
H.R. 39 

A. SOUTHEAST ALASKA 

1. East-West Chichagof designated as 
wild~rness . 

2. Rocky Pass and Karta-Further 
planning-protected until next revision of 
TLMP; to remain protected in any new plan 
unless Secretary finds it essential to meet 
450 mmbf. 

3. Misty Fjords-50,000 acre exclusion. 
Borax permitted to use only one of the two 
watersheds for access. Include language to 
allay "viewshed" concerns. Revise special 
exemptions for Borax. 

4. Forest Service directed to offer options 
to Shee Atika as alternative to Admiralty 
Is!and selections. 

5. RusseliJ. Fjord-Add 19,000 acres to Sen
ate wilderness. House S.W. boundary in Pike 
Lakes area. 

6. Revisions of section 705 so as to draw 
funds from miscellaneous receipts, and to 
reflect provisions of Tongass Land Manage
ment Plan. 

B. "STATE INTEREST" LANDS 

1. Yukon Flats--restore original monu
ment boundary in Circle Hot Springs area. 
This leave State 200,000 acres in Circle Hot 
Springs area outside wildlife refuge. 

2. Return Your Creek to Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge (292,000 acres). 

3. Denali-restore north boundary (about 
115,000 acres) and south boundary (about 
30,000 acres) to National Park status. Retain 
name of Mt. McKinley. 

4. Delete south unit of Steese NCA for pos
sible State selection. 

5. Revise subsections 906(e) ("top filing") 
to prevent filing in conservation system 
units, National Forests or PET-4; revise sub-

section 906(f); strike the provisos from sub
section 906(o) (status of land within units); 
in the last sentence of paragraph (1) of sub
section 906(d), strike "previously selected" 
and insert "previously validly se1ected". 

C. WILDERNESS IN PARKS AND REFUGES 

1. Add about 3.6 million acres to Senate 
wilderness designations. In addition, redis
tribute southern one-half of Senate Wran
gell-St. Elias acreage to Preserves and 
Refuges. 

2. Revise wilderness study provisions of 
the Senate bill to include interim protection 
language for areas subsequently recom
mended. 

3. Add to Senate Wilderness: 
Arctic-4,430,000 acres. 
Kodiak-50,000 acres. 
Copper River Delta-530,000 acres. 
Tetlin-100,000 acres. 
Koyukuk-570,000 acres. 
Gates of the Arctic-300,000 acres. 
Katmai-150,000 acres. 
Denall-500,000 acres. 
Yukon Charley-1,040,000 acres. 

D. WILDLIFE REFUGE PROVISIONS 

1. Designate Copper River Wildlife Refuge. 
2. Designate Teshekpuk Wildlife Refuge. 
3. Designate Utukok Wildlife Refuge. 
4. Expedited oil and gas leasing in Teshek

puk and Utukok Refuges per House bill. 
5. Restore North unit of Steese NCA to 

Yukon Flats Refuo-e; Steese highway right
of-way as south boundary. 

6. Treat refuges same as those in "lower 
48" as regards revenues. 

E. NATIONAL PRESERVES 

1. Wrangell's-add 700,000 acres in Logan 
Glacier-Tana River Country-not to abut 
Canadian border. Redesignate about 65,000 
acres of preserve in Nebesna area as park. 

2. Denali-Add Kahiltna Glacier area 
(about 235,000 acres) to S.W. preserve. 

3. Lake Clark--expand Preserve to add 
140,000 acres. 

P. WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

1. Boundaries of river units should average 
one mne on each side of river; Senate bill 
provides for one-half mile, House bill for two 
miles. (No automatic exclusion in first one
fourth mile for private inholdlngs.) 

2. Add Yukon (Ramparts section) as per 
House b1ll. 

G. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

1. Delete Section 1323 (nationwide access 
amendment). 

2. Maintain Secretarial and State authori
ties regarding subsistence while still pro
viding for judicial review and a right of 
action to subsistence users to enforce the 
subsistence protection provisions. 

3. Add six months to time baseline study 
of coastal plain of Arctic Range to provide 
proper coordination between biological study 
and seismic study of oil and gas potential 
(without delaying completion -of seismic 
study or subsequent report to Congress on 
oil and gas potential). 

4. Revise Section 1326 ("No More" clause) 
to clarify that it is not intended to alter 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. 

5. Add "instant" conveyance of core town
ships of Native villages entitled to same 
under Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. 

6. "Grandfather" protection for trespass 
cabins modified to eliminate automatic 
renewal of permits in favor of descendants 
of present claimants, and to increase Secre
tary's flexibility in issuing permits for new 
cabins and regulating incompatible uses of 
such cabins. 

7. Additional changes to correct ambigui
ties. technical problems, etc., including ex
pllcit provision that maps are controlllnK 
over specified acreages. 
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MAJOR BENEFITS TO SPORT HUNTERS, TO THE 
STATE OF ALASKA, TO INDUSTRY GROUPS, 
AND TO ALASKANS FRoM ENACTMENT OF AN 
AMENDED SENATE VERSION OF ALASKA NA

TIONAL INTEREST LANDS CONSERVATION ACT 

1. SPORT HUNTING INTERESTS 

The amended blll would open to sport 
hunting one million plus prime acres now 
closed and which would remain closed under 
the Senate-passed bill. These are: 

(a) Wrangell Mountains-700,000 acres 
(b) Denali (Mt. McKinley National 

Park) -235,000 acres 
(c) Lake Clark-140,000 acres 

2. STATE LAND INTERESTS 

The amended version would further the 
State's interests as follows: 

(a) Southern Steese Area. (680,000 acres) 
made available for State selection. (Senate 
bill designates as part of a national conser
vation area in Federal ownership). 

(b) Right to select in other previously 
withdrawn areas. 

(c) 10-year extension (to 1995) of selec
tion period under Statehood Act. 

(d) Right to overselect and thus have ad
ditional flexibility in choosing selections. 

(e) Right to "Top File" and thus establish 
interest in some areas not open to State 
selection. 

(f) Bristol Bay Cooperative Region. Es
tablishes a Bristol Bay Cooperative Region 
in Southwest Alaska, as desired by the State 
administration. This portion of the bill in
cludes conveyance to the State one of its top
priority land interests in the iliamna area 
(which the House bill would have made 
available to the State only in exchange for 
other State lands) and a State voice in plan
ning for future management of the Federal 
lands in the area. 

(g) "No more" conservation withdrawals. 
Provides that in Alaska no future Executive 
withdrawals exceeding 5,000 acres could per
sist for more than one year unless atfirma
tively approved by the Congress. 

(h) Exemption from BLM Wilderness Re
views. Exempts Alaska from the mandatory 
wilderness review provisions of the BLM Or
ganic Act (FLPMA). 

(i) Revocation of withdrawals. Revokes 
the National Monuments and the other 
withdrawals made by the Administration, 
and supplants them with the various classi
fications of the bill itself. 
3. TIMBER INDUSTRY INTERESTS IN SOUTHEAST 

ALASKA 

(a) Special entitlement for timber indus
try. Establishes a. special entitlement pro
gram of at least $40 m1llion annually for 
assisting the timber industry to be able to 
harvest an average of 450 million board feet 
annually from the Tongass National Forest. 
This would be drawn from oil, gas, timber, 
and coal receipts from public lands nation
ally and would be exempt from limitations 
of the Budget Act, the marginal-lands pro
visions of the National Forest Management 
Act (sec. 6k). and the appropriations proc
ess. 

(b) National Forest "Release" clause. Es
tablishes the legal sufficiency of the RARE 
II studies which produced the Administra
tion's wilderness recommendations in South
east Alaska, to preclude any need for addi
tional studies or recommendations during 
this decade. 

(c) Guarantees timber supply at average 
annual rate of 450 m1llion board feet from 
the Tongass National Forest, with built-in 
•·cushions" of timber from the Forest and 
also from State and private lands in addi
tion to that 450 mmbf figure . 

4. MINING INDUSTRY INTERESTS 

(a) Retroactive validation of u .s. Borax 
claiins. AI ters the normal standard of testing 
the validity of U.S . Borax's molybdenum 
claiins in Misty Fjords (by requiring that 
they be deemed to have filed for mill sites 

although they did not) so ·that their other
wise-doubtful validity wlll be assured. 

(b) Exclusions and special provisions for 
mineral interests. 50 ,000 acres exclusion in 
the Misty Fjords wilderness for benefit of 
U.S. Borax's molybdenum claims. 

(c) An additional exclusion from wilder
ness of 20,000 acres on Admiralty Tsland for 
the benefit of Noranda's claiins in the Greens 
Creek area. 

(d) Mandated transportation corridor 
across the southern ("boot") portion of the 
Gates of the Arctic, for the benefit of Ana
conda's claims in the Picnic Creek area
the House bUl not only has no such man
dated corridor, it places the area in a Nation
al Park Wilderness. 

(e) Overall 5 of the 7 "World Class" min
eral deposits identified by SRI research in
stitute's study are outside the boundaries of 
conservation system units; and other two can 
be develo-ed also. 

(f) Additional time for claimants in sev
eral areas to "prove up" and thus validate 
their claiins. 

5. OIL AND GAS INDUSTRY INTERESTS 

(a) Seismic exploration in coastal plain 
of the William 0 . Douglas Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge-an area which the House
passed bill placed into wilderness. 

(b) Expedited lease sales in two parts of 
the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. 
(Teshekpuk and Utukok areas) . 

(c) Facilitat ion of Alaska natural gas pipe
line. The amended language (included in the 
House bill but dropped by the Senate) which 
v;ould ensure that creation of the conserva
t ion system units would not create new ob
sta::les to building the Alaska Natural Gas 
Pipeline, which is expected to boost the 
Alas"" an economy perhaps to the same extent 
as did construction of the Trans-Alaska on 
Pipeline. 

6. ALASKAN NATIVES INTERESTS 

(a) Immediate conveyance of the "Core" 
townships to villages entitled to them under 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. 

(b) Improvements in Alaska Native Claims 
Sett lement Act. Upon the initiative of the 
House, the various Alaska lands bUls ha.ve 
provided the opportunit y for amendments to 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act to 
improve the workings of that Act, for the 
benefit of the Alaskan Native entities orga
nized pursuant to that Act. Nearly a hun
dred such provisions would become law upon 
enactment of an amended Senate version of 
the Alaska lands bill. These include (among 
ot hers) provisions such as a resolution of 
t he S'Ubmerged-lands problem, selection re
quirements, approval of Native allotments, 
creation of a land bank, and supplemental 
grants which would benefit the Native com
munities generally and would be worth Inil
lions of dollars in outright gains or in re
duced legal , administrative or other costs. 

(c) Specific provisions for Alaskan Native 
Corporations. Both the House and Senate 
bills contain numerous provisions which 
benefit particular Alaskan Native cor·pora
tions, through specific land exchanges, res
olutions of disputes or problems, and the 
like. It is not proposed to change these 
provisions (worth millions to the various 
beneficiaries) in the amended Senate ver
sion. 
7. PROTECTION OF THE "ALASKAN LIFESTYLE" 

(a) Maintenance of the present division 
of responsibility between State and Federal 
governments for management of fish and 
wildlife. 

(b) Enforceable protection of continued 
subsistence uses of Alaska's wildlife and 
other renewable resources. 

(c) Special provisions to protect "Aleskan 
lifestyle" including (among others) the as
sured continued use of hunting camps and 
of recreational and other cabins in conserva-

tlon system units; assured continued use of 
snowmoblles, airplanes, etc. in conservation 
system areas; guarantees for continued sub
sistence uses of renewable resources on pub
lic lands; provisions to encourage local hire 
of personnel for staftlng conservation system 
units; and special p-rotection against con
demnation of tndivtdual holdings in con
servation system areas. 

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SEffiERLING. I yield to the gen
tleman from Delaware. 

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. I thank the 
distinguished gentleman from Ohio for 
yielding, and I thank him especially for 
his contributions over the past many 
years particularly, in connection with 
H.R. 39. 

Mr. Speaker, today I am proud to join 
my colleagues Mo UDALL, LUD AsHLEY, 
PHIL BURTON, and JOHN SEIBERLING in 
sponsoring a bill which would amend 
H.R. 39, the Alaska National Interest 
Lands Conservation Act, as passed by 
the Senate. The road to this point has 
been long and rocky, but I hope that our 
action today signals both our resolve to 
continue to fight for a balanced Alaska 
lands bill and our willingness to go a long 
way to meeting the concerns of our col
leagues in the other body. 

As my colleagues know, in 1978 the 
House passed by a 277-to-31 margin a 
conservation-oriented bill of historic 
proportions. I actively supported that bill 
in the Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
Committee and on the floor of the House. 
Unfortunately, our effort was frustrated 
in the Senate where they refused to con
sider a bill on the floor, and where even 
a last ditch effort to approve a much 
weakened compromise failed in the wan
ing hours of the 95th Congress. 

In the 96th Congress the battle started 
all over again. I am a cosponsor of H .R. 
39 and fought for a strong bill all the 
way to yet another overwhelming vic
tory on the House floor. I shared the 
delight of many Members of this body 
when the Senate finally took up the bill 
as reported by the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources, even though it 
was a much altered and weakened ver
sion of our bill. Fortunately, once the 
Senate invoked cloture and approved a 
bill, it was modified in a way that at 
least headed back in the direction of the 
House bill. 

That bill, which is now here in the 
House, still falls far short of the high 
standard set by the House in both the 
95th and 96th Congresses. In the Arctic 
National Wildlife Range, southeast 
Alaska, the Copper River Deltar--area 
after arear--the Senate bill falls short 
of the mark. 

Mr. Speaker, the time since passage of 
the Senate bill in August has been ex
ceedingly frustrating for supporters of 
the House version of the Alaska lands 
bill. 

I am afraid to say that the prevailing 
view from the other body appears to be 
that the House should simply roll over 
and accept the Senate bill without sig
nificant change. We are being asked to 
come not just halfway, but half of half 
of half. That is not good enough. It is not 
good enough for the many Members of 
this body who have worked so hard on 
this proposal for 4 years. and more im-
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portantly, it is not good enough for the 
millions of Americans in present and 
future generations who have a stake in 
the fate of Alaska's magnificent wilder
ness and wildlife. 

I might add that it is not only on the 
Alsaka lands bill that this is happening. 
With alarming frequency, we are simply 
asked to accept the Senate's work as 
though our only purpose in the Nation's 
Capitol is to rubberstamp their bills. 

The bill I have cosponsored today 
amends the Senate bill, H.R. 39, in a way 
that makes it not only an acceptable bill, 
but I th!nk a good and fair bill for all 
parties concerned. By releasing this bill 
today, before the recess, we are making 
a good faith effort to make available for 
public consideration a proposal which we 
think goes more than half way in ad
dressing the concerns of the Senate. 
Make no mistake, this proposal is a com
promise in every sense of the word. 

While it is not possible to detail here 
each aspect of this proposal and to com
pare it with the House and Senate
passed bills, a few examples will make 
it clear how far we have come. 

Foremost in my mind is the Arctic Na
tional Wildlife Range. In both House
passed bills the coastal plain of the wild
life range, which is acknowledged to 
have potential for oil and gas reserves, 
was declared a wilderness area because 
of the overwhelming value of the area as 
an Arctic wilderness and as a calving 
ground for the 120,000-animal porcupine 
caribou herd. In the Senate bill, this 
fragile and special area is opened for a 
program of seismic exploration by pri
vate industry, after which there will be 
a report to Congress as to the area's oil 
and gas potential. I am one of those who 
believed that this area should be the last 
place to be explored in Alaska, not the 
first. I still believe that. Nonetheless the 
compromise is proposed here in defer
ence to our colleagues on the Senate 
Energy Committee. The only change we 
make is to extend by a mere 6 months 
the period allowed for the ecological 
baseline study which is to precede the 
seismic program. That is an exceedingly 
modest request given the ecological re
sources at stake. 

In another ma,ior compromise on the 
North Slope of Alaska, the House bill 
designated the entire 22.5 million acret) 
of the national petroleum reserve
Alaska as a unit of the National Wildlife 
Refuge system, albeit with an expedited 
'Oil and gas leasing program. In the 
compromise pro nosed today, only two 
portions of this vast area <one of which 
is at the bottom of the list in terms of 
oil and gas potential), are proposed for 
the refuge designation. Expedited oil 
and gas leasing provisions would still 
apply. 

When the House passed its bill in 
May of 1979, there were those who 
argued that the State of Alaska was 
not getting a fair deal. In my opinion, 
that argument no Jonger holds water, 
if it ever did. This bill contains numer
ous provisions which will directly bene
fit the State. To cite only one example. 
acreage has been taken out of National 
Wildlife Refuges as aoproved by the 
House in the Selawik, Tetlin, and Nowit
na areas to make it available for pur-

poses of State selections. We do not 
know that the State will actually select 
the areas, but we are willing to forego 
inclusion in the refuge system to give 
the State that opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, notwithstanding the 
many compromises contained in this 
proposal, this is a good, strong bill which 
will go far in protecting Alaska's rich 
and diverse wildlife and its vast wilder
ness. 

This is not the occasion to detail the 
many virtues of this bill; again, a few 
examples will suffice. 

High on my list is protection of the 
Copper River Delta in south-central 
Alaska. As in the House-passed bill, and 
unlike the Senate bill which eliminated 
it entirely, this proposal would establish 
a Copper River National Wildlife Refuge 
of 1.2 million acres with a portion of it, 
530,000 acres, also designated as a wil
derness area. This region is perhaps the 
single most critical resting and feeding 
area for millions of Pacific Flyway 
waterfowl and shorebirds that breed in 
the Yukon Delta, an area already in 
the refuge system which would be en
larged through Alaska lands legislation. 
The Delta is a stronghold for nesting 
trumpeter swans, and its rivers are rich 
in spawning salmon. The wilderness 
portion of this bill would give special 
protection to nesting swans and to a 
prime salmon spawning stream, thP. 
Bering River. 

Of all the areas considered in the 
Alaska lands legislation, I believe the 
Arctic National Wildlife Range has prob
ably most captured the imaginations of 
the American public. The Arctic wilder
ness with its wide-ranging caribou herd 
that resembles the buffalo of the past 
century or the teeming herds of hoofed 
animals on Africa:'s Serengetti Plain is 
a priceless part of the American heri
tage. While a compromise has been made 
in terms of a sei.smic study on the coastal 
plain, an incredible area will still receive 
the strongest legal protection we can 
confer-that is the wilderness designa
tion. The migration routes and a part 
of the wintering grounds of the porcu
pine caribou herd will be protected, as 
will raptor breeding hab~tat and the 
range of many mountain-dwelling Dall 
sheep. It is my hope that one day this 
area in its entirety will be protected as 
part of the wilderness system, and I look 
forward to that day. 

Mr. Speaker, in sum, our proposal as it 
amends the Senate-passed bill represents 
a strong conservation bill-a measure of 
historic importance, as well as a prag
matic and reasonable compromise with 
our colleagues in the Senate. I am proud 
to be a cosponsor of this bill, and I look 
forward to seeing this great issue resolved 
before the end of the 96th Congress. We 
must settle the uncertainties with which 
Alaskans have been living, and we must 
do what we can to guarantee the long
term welfare of Alaska's wilderness and 
wildlife. They belong to us all. 

SOVIET OCCUPATION OF AFGHAN
ISTAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from Nebraska <Mr. BEREUTER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, the 
1980 Moscow Olympics are, of course, 
long past and I am sorry to report that 
earlier predictions have become a glar
ing reality; the fighting in Afghanistan 
has intensified and the few reports we 
receive depict a very gruesome war that 
is being waged. 

On August 11, the New York Times 
reported that fighting between Afghan 
guerrillas and Soviet-backed govern
ment troops intensified in early August, 
just after the Olympic games and as 
the Islamic fasting month of Ramadan 
drew to a close. In addition to urban 
fighting, there were reports that attacks 
by rebels on convoys and government 
outposts had occurred with renewed in
tensity in several parts of the country. 

The wire services reported on August 
27 thl.t Soviet military forces in Af
ghanistan totaled between 80,000 and 
100,000 men despite the limited with
drawal announced in June. The Soviet 
troops are being armed with new and 
better equipment. To the horror of the 
watching world, they are armed with 
a new rifle which uses bullets which 
have an effect similar to dumdum bul
lets; they flatten and expand upon hit
ting a target. Dumdums are outlawed 
internationally. In addition, Soviet 
forces have begun using antirersonnel 
cluster bombs filled with thousands of 
needle-sharp arrows against the guer
rillas. 

While they are badly in need of arms, 
the resistance fighters have withstood 
the might of the Soviet forces in a sus
tained test. There are reports that the 
Soviet Union has suffered about 10,000 
casualties since its invasion last Decem
ber. Apparently neither side is taking 
prisoners in this war. 

On September 11 the New York Times 
reported that diplomats in New Delhi 
have confirmed reports that the Soviet 
Union has increased its involvement in 
Afghanistan. In addition to the in
creased Soviet role in pursuing the fight
ing, there has also been a buildup of 
Soviet civilian advisers, estimated in the 
tens of thousands. Reports have circu
lated for months about Soviet officials 
filling high posts in government min
istries and controlling communications. 

On September 14 the New York Times 
again reported continued heavy fighting 
and heavY casualties in Afghanistan. Ac
cording to reports by diplomats in New 
Delhi, the streets of Kabul are now be
ing patrolled by Soviet troops during the 
day; the Russians had been policing the 
city only at night. Furthermore, there 
are reports that the Soviets are planning 
to extend the runways at Kabul airport, 
which has become the main Soviet air
base in Afghanistan. 

-Every indication is that the Soviets 
are in Afghanistan to stay. And why not? 
The Olympics are over, the President's 
grain embargo has failed, and the ban 
on the export of technology has not de
terred the Soviets from buying what it 
wants elsewhere. 

The question of U.S. response, "Where 
do we go from here?" was addressed in 
a recent article in the Far Eastern Eco
nomic Review. I would conclude my re-
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marks today by sharing with my col
leagues through the RECORD, excerpts 
from that article. 

The Moscow Olympics are over and the 
partial boycott-llke other measures taken 
by those nations which disapproved of the 
Soviet occupation of Afghanistan-has ap
parently not altered the Kremlin's determi
nation to add the remote, landlocked coun
try to its expanding empire. The world's press 
continues to report Afghan rebel activity 
which, even discounting some of the more 
inflated claims of the propagandists, has 
apparently been enough to rattle the occu
pation forces and to render more transpar
ently false Moscow's claim that its troops 
were invited ln. But the headlines are be
coming almost routine and, unlike Vietnam. 
there are no reporters or television cameras 
to bring home the ruthlessness of the So
viet occupation forces , as villages are reduced 
to rubble and hellcopter gunships mow down 
the tribesmen. 

The chances of the Soviet Union relaxing 
tts hold on Afghanistan are nil, at least for 
the near future. President Leonid Brezhnev 
darkly spelled out the Afghans' fate in a 
speech on August 29 delivered in yet another 
soviet colony, Kazakhst&.n, when he reiter
ated Moscow's intention to maintain its mil
itary forces in Afghanistan: "We shall dis
charge our duty to the last, fully in accord
ance with the Soviet treaty of friendship," 
he said, adding without any apparent irony, 
"and with the UN Charter." He warned: "No 
one should have any doubt about this." 

For the time being, the Soviet occupation 
of Afghanistan is a fait accompll, and the 
story itself is becoming rout ine. The moment 
demands an appraisal of the rest of the 
world's reaction to this act of imperiallsm 
and of the quest for a possible solution. 

The two main-and opposing--courses be
ing debated at present are: either provide 
more and better arms and proper training 
for the guerrillas so as to turn Afghanistan 
into a Soviet Vietnam; or do not risk trou
ble, forget the invasion and let the Soviets 
keep the remote country. 

After evaluating its capabil1ty for a m111-
tary response, the West decided to contain 
itself to a largely polltical reaction com
bined with some co~'ert support to the reb
els. The declared intention was to make the 
Kremlin pay dearly for its latest adventure 
so that it was at least discouraged from mak
ing similar moves in future. Enough time has 
elapsed since the invasion in December 1979 
to draw a balance-sheet of Soviet gains and 
losses. 

Counting losses first, it is impossible to 
ignore the worldwide condemnation the in
vasion earned. Also, becau~e of the Islamic 
nature of the resistance, the invasion was a 
setback to Moscow's growing propaganda 
claims that communism and Islam are com
patible. Besides, the Moscow-sponsored 
Kabul coup of April 1978, followed a month 
later by an abortive coup attempt in Bagh
dad, badly shook Moscow's valuable alliance 
with its erstwhile key ally in the Gulf
Ba'athist Iraq. All the same, it is hard to 
argue that these reactions, even cumulative
ly, constitute a setback for the Soviets• in
ternational relations. 

The economic sanctions could have been a 
far more effective response, but their effect 
was diluted by the fragmented response of 
the Western allies. Understandably, the So
viets came to believe that half-hearted sanc
tions would not hold for long. Latest devel
opments seem to endorse this view. 

Whatever the military, economic and dip
lomatic cost of the invasion to the Soviets 
so far it seems to be more than compensated 
for by strategic gains. 4fghanistan, where 
the Soviet Union, Iran, China and the Sub
continent meet , is no longer the buffer be
tween the Soviets and the Indian Ocean 
through Pakistan or the Persian Gulf 
through Iran. By extending its border with 

Iran, the Soviet Union is now controlling 
those northwestern Afghan regions that en
hance its advantage in any future southward 
invasion. Besides, once again the Soviet 
Union is standing on the borders of promis
ing lands-Pakistan and Iran-made at
tractive by internal fragmentation. 

Above all, by reaching to within 300 miles 
of the Arabian Sea, the Soviets brought the 
Gulf into the range of their tactical air
craft. The Soviets expect the Chinese to 
start developing nuclear missile-armed ships 
later this decade and into the next. Given 
the Soviets• paranoid fear of China, the 
Kremlln ts now in a position to deny the 
Chinese access to the Arabian Sea, and thus 
eliminate a possible threat to western parts 
of the Soviet Union. 

Inevitably, these strategic gains have 
yielded corresponding political benefits. The 
domination of Afghanistan, combined with 
a strong m.illtary presence in Ethiopia, South 
Yemen and the Indian Ocean, gives the 
Soviet Union its first role in the politics of 
Southwest Asia. It reinforces the Soviet 
claim to acceptance in the region, not only 
as a balancing force but as a co-guarantor. 
Indeed, there are now reports that any fu
ture discussion of detente must include not 
only the accommodation of Soviet oil needs, 
but also the sharing with the Soviets of the 
security of oil transport routes. 

The Soviet proximity and the awareness 
that United States power in the region is 
waning puts pressure on local policymakers
whatever their ideological atfinity with the 
West-to seek some accommodation with the 
Soviet Union. The fear remains, because 
they know the only concept of security the 
Kremlin understands is Soviet hegemony, to 
the exclusion of all rivals. 

The depth of the fear that the Soviet in
vasion of Afghanistan generated cannot be 
assessed without taking account of what 
Southwest Asian states feel abo,1t the role 
of the U.S . They know t:t>at the U.S . can no 
longer tackle the Soviet Union with im
punity. Trey also believe that U.S. inhibi
tions about the open use of force tend to 
increase in direct relation to the distance 
from U.S . shores. 

Regional policy makers are convinced that 
the U.S. will not start a huge rearmam~nt 
programme to confront the Soviet Union . 
Further. they realize that the U.S. w111 not 
re~ain the dcminant position it held in tbe 
1950s, even when it develops its "invisible" 
aircraft and creates a mobile strategic mis
sile system and a rapid deployment force. 

A FREE LITHUANIA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. DouGH
ERTY) is reco~ized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DOUGHF.RTY. Mr. S-peaker, I rise 
today to take this spectal order in con
junction with a number of mv colleagues. 
to express our concern and to call atten
ti.on to a matter of great sig-nificance to 
this Nation and to many of our citizens, 
and that is the basic concept of freedom. 

Mr. Speaker, for the next few mo
ment'5 I would like to discuss two issues. 
first the upcoming- tr ial on October 7 of 
the Lithuanian Eighteen, a group of 18 
young Americans of Lithuanian descent 
who were arrested and are being prose
cuted for demonstrating in front of the 
Soviet Embassy. 

Of greater significance, Mr. Speaker, 
is our concern for the future of th\s Na
tion's relationshi.p with the Republic of 
Lithuania, for the very survival of the 
symbol of a free Lithuania, namely, the 
Lithuanian Legation here in Washing
ton. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1940 Lithuania was 
forc:bly annexed by the Soviet Union. 
The United States committed itself at 
that time never to recognize this forc
ible annexation. For the past 40 years, 
Mr. Speaker, we have met that commit
ment. Mr. Speaker, we are now faced 
with a reality that subtle changes have 
occurred. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, we face the real 
poss:bility that that visible sign of a free 
Lithuania, that symbol of the U.S. com
mitment to the people of Lithuania may 
and possibly is being extinguished by 
t i_me and by the actions of our State 
D~partment. 

Mr. Speaker, the funds of the Repub
lic of Lithuania were held here in the 
United Etates at the time of the annex
ation by the Soviet Union of Lithuania. 
Those funds since 1940 have been used to 
maintain the Legation. Those funds. Mr. 
Speaker, have run out. While the Lega
t :on is currently being funded by the 
resources of the Legation of Estonia and 
Latvia, it is our feeUng that the Lega
tion of Lithuania will ultimately be 
forced to close. Indeed, Mr. Speaker, the 
future of the staff of the Legation is in 
jeopardy, as the staff is now near retire
ment age. 

D 1630 
What we have, Mr. Speaker, is the 

possible demise of a symbol of freedom, 
a symbol of resi_stance to Soviet aggres
sion, a symbol of commitment by Ameri
ca to the beautiful people of Lithuania. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a growing rebirth 
of a spirit, of awareness, of concern 
among our people, particularly those of 
our Lithuanian-American community 
that these things must not happen, that 
this symbol of freedom, the Legation of 
the Republic of Lithuania must cont'nue 
to exist. This rebirth of spirit is particu
larly evident among the proud young 
people of Lithuanian descent here in 
America. 

Mr. Speaker, sometime ago, 18 young 
Lithuanian-Americans moved by their 
renewed awareness of their proud heri
tage, demonstrated in front of the So
viet Embassy here in Wac:h 'ngton in sup
port of the Soviet boycott. They demon
strated to nrotest the rrutal F'oviet inva
sion of Afghanistan. They demonstrated 
to bring a renewed awareness in America 
of the tragedy of the people of Lithuania. 

Their demonstration, Mr. Speaker, was 
J;eaceful. It was orderly. No one was 
harmed. No damage was done. Yet, Mr. 
Speaker, unlike the violent demonstra
t \ons conducted by the Iranian students, 
which devastated this city and which 
were not prosecuted-and I reemphasize 
the fact that the Iranian students were 
not prosecuted-these young people of 
Litlhuanian-American descent, whose ac
tions were in the cause of freedom, are 
now being fully prosecuted by the U.S. 
attorney. 

Why such a double standard, Mr. 
Sceaker? Why are the forces anxious to 
stlmy, to cut off, to destroy this reborn 
awareness of how precious freedom for 
Lithuania is for these young people? 

How can we tolerate a double standard 
that punishes those who demonstrate 
peaceably for the cause of freedom while 
those who demonstrate violently, who 
demonstrate for anarchy, who demon-
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strate with ingratitude, who demonstrate 
unlawfully, go unpunished? 

Mr. Speaker, we are concerned not only 
about this injustice, this double stand
ard, but also about the unwillingness of 
our State Department to move enthusi
astically to preserve that symbol of free
dom, the Legation of Lithuania, that 
symbol that is so precious to these young 
people, to our Lithuanian-American 
community, to many Members of this 
body and indeed, Mr. Speaker, to all 
America. 

Mr. Speaker, some time ago, legisla
tion was introduced that would have pro
vided funding for this Legation, which 
would have provided for the right of suc
cession for the staff, so that both the 
facility and the people would continue 
to exist as a symbol of freedom. Meet
ings were held with the State Depart
ment. 

I should comment here on the tremen
dous support we received from the chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, the gentleman from Wiscons:n 
<Mr. ZABLOCKI) and our ranking Repub
lican, the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
DERWINSKI), but to no avail, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Many of us believe the State Depart
ment is acting to threaten and intimi
date the Legation. They obviously do not 
want the Legation to cont'nue to exist. 
They want to see the Legation fade away, 
fade away as a thorn in the side of the 
Soviet Union. 

Mr. Speaker, today, I am putting the 
State Department on notice, and I speak, 
I am sure, for many of my colleagues, 
that they either vigorously move to re
new the Legation, to establish a process 
for succession of staff, to provide direct 
funding, to cease and des:st with threats, 
intimidations and innuendoes and to 
reassert vigorously our commitment to 
Lithuania and the other Baltic States. 
Either the State Department will make 
those moves, Mr. Speaker, or we will do 
it for them. That is a commitment that 
I am making here tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, the renewed awareness 
of the importance of the Lithuanian 
Legation is a symbol of freedom. It is a 
symbol of resistance to Soviet tyranny, 
as a sign of America's visible commit
ment to Lithuania. 

Mr. Speaker, the enthusiasm and 
vibrant activism of these young Lithu
anian Americans, the public commit
ment by Members of this Congress to 
the preservation of this legation will 
not go away. It will not fade, but rather, 
it will continue to grow and to flourish. 

Something exciting is hapuening 
among the Lithuanian community in 
the United States, Mr. S9eaker. They 
have found a cause. They have become 
more vibrant. They have become more 
involved in the American political 
process. 

A spirit of Lithuania has been re
kindled among the young people of 
America of Lithuanian descent, and 
·with or without the suooort of the U.S. 
State Department, their cause will 
prevail. 

Mr. Speaker, a number of my col
leagues have indicated an interest in 
joining in this sriecial order today. 

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOUGHERTY. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Speaker, we are 
a Nation of immigrants which is truly a 
unique feature of America. Most impor
tantly, it is one of our greatest strengths. 

Our families chose to sacrifice, leaving 
their native lands and people behind, so 
their children could know of freedom, 
opportunity, and justice. 

Today, some belittle that vision of 
America-some may call it naive-but 
let them ask Lithuanian patriot, Simas 
Kudirka, if the call of freedom still 
beckons the price paid to obtain that 
freedom. 

I rise this afternoon to challenge a 
travesty of justice the Department of 
Justice has unwitt:ngly provided cause 
for those who wish our Nation ill, for 
those who boast that the United States 
is no longer the land of equal justice 
for all. I refer to the October 7 scheduled 
prosecution of American citizens of Lith
uanian heritage who held a peaceful 
protest at the Soviet Embasy in July 
the Department's action stands in 
sharp contrast to the blanket amnesty 
granted Iranian nationals who staged 
violent demonstrations 9 dayJ later. 

As shown by the interest of the Con
gress, my colleagues and I join the Lith
uanian-American community in protest
ing the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, 
the occupation of your homeland since 
1940, and the Soviet Union's disregard 
for basic human rights. 

We challeng~ the Congress to recom
mit ourselves to upholding the very 
ideals of justice and freedom which first 
brought our people to this great land. 

Mr. DOUGHERTY. I thank the gen
tleman for his participation and com
ments. I believe it is very important we 
reiterate the fact, Mr. Speaker, that 
there is an imbalance of injust:ce when 
Iranian students can rip up Washington 
and go unprosecuted, and yet 17 or 18 
young Lithuanian-Americans demon
strate peaceably and are being prose
cuted to the full extent of the law. 

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOUGHERTY. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, in this, 
the 63d year since the reestablishment 
of the Independent Republic of Lithu
ania, and a full 40 years since the subju
gation of that land by the Soviet Union, 
the spark of independence still glows in 
the hearts of the Lithuanian people. 

This is most recently evidenced by the 
action's of 18 Lithuanian Americans out
side the Soviet Embassy in Washington. 
These 18 brave people, knowing well that 
they would be called on to account for 
their actions, persisted in protesting the 
continued Soviet occupation of their 
motherland and the recent Soviet sub
jugation of yet another freedom loving 
people, the people of Afghanistan. 

This latest incident is just one in a 
long train of actions by which the Lithu
anian people have shown that they love 
their liberty-perhaps with a greater fe
rocity than any people in the world. 

For 7 years after the Soviet annexa
tion of Lithuania, the people actively 
fought their oppressors. Indeed, I was 
surprised to note that as late as the mid-
1950is guerr.i.lla actions were still being 

undertaken in the forests of Lithuania 
by the freedom fighters. Yet, they paid 
dearly for their efforts. Throughout the 
struggle, no fewer than 30,000 of them 
gave up their lives and literally hundreds 
of thousands were transported from their 
homeland to slave labor cam:ps in the 
Soviet Union. 

The struggle continues today, but Lith
uanian resolve to regain their independ-

. ence goes on undiminished. Lithuanians 
worldwide are united in their continued 
hopes and efforts for achieving their 
goal. 

And that is the real meaning of this 
unified statement of support for the 
courageous 18 Lithuanian freedom fight
ers here in Washington, who face the 
prospect of losing their liberty-so iron
ically-for peaceably protesting the ac
tions of their oppressors. 

Let the Members of this body unequiv
ocally voice their support for the people 
of Lithuania everywhere who still cou
rageously aspire to the reinstitution of 
the human rights to which they are 
entitled. · 

0 1640 
Mr. DOUGHERTY. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman from California for 
his participation. 

At this time I yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from Michigan <Mr. SAWYER). 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

I, too, want to commend the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
DoUGHERTY) for being farsighted enough 
to take this reservation. 

I may also say, this is the first time 
I have ever participated in one of these 
postreservation sessions. I do it be
cause I have become particularly inter
ested in this cause. Some may recall that 
a few davs ago I gave a 1-mtnute ad
dress on this subject. One of my con
stituents happened to be one of the 16 
Lithuanian Americans who are being 
brought up for trial on the seventh of this 
month. 

I circulated a letter here on the floor 
of the House and obtained approximately 
50 signatures of Congressmen. I am sure 
I could have obtained 435 if I had been 
persistent enough. 

I sent a letter addressed to Phil Hey
mann, the chief of the criminal division 
of the Department of Justice, protesting 
this situation where these 16 peaceful 
Lithuanian Americans were demonstrat
ing peacefully, offered no resistance to 
arrest, within 500 feet of the Soviet Em
bassy and none of them have any kind 
of criminal record. One of them, Simon 
Kadurska, was the young man who 
jumped off the Soviet boat and came 
aboard an American Coast Guard cutter 
and they erroneously permitted the Rus
sians to pursue him and haul him back 
aboard, only later to embarrassingly dis
cover he was an American citizen and he 
is now here and is 1 of the 16; where 
10 days later, after the 18th day of July, 
the Iranians, protesting against the 
U.S. Government and creating 
actual violence which resulted in the in
jury of policemen and bystanders, some 
of them ended up with l::eing charged 
with felonies, were released completely 
and all C'harges di.smissed; wh~reas these 
Americans, who were peacefully exercis
ing their rights in support of the posi-
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tion of the U.S. Government are being 
brought to trial and prosecuted to the 
letter of the law. 

I called Phil Heymann following the 
sending of that letter. I happen to know 
the gentleman because of my participa
tion in the Criminal Justice Subdivision 
where we were rewriting the Criminal 
Code and consequently were in constant 
contact with the Department. He had no 
knowledge of the matter and said it was 
being handled by the USDA's office here 
probably. He said that they had some 
house rule against discussing pending 
cases with Members of Congress. They 
have no such reluctance in discussing 
congressional business, pending legisla
tion, with Members of Congress; but he 
acknowledged that this was somewhat 
different than the rule was intended to 
be. 

I pointed out that this, as opposed to 
an attempt to obstruct justice, this was 
an attempt to further justice, which he 
acknowledged. He said he would, not
withstanding that rule, make inquiry 
into it. 

So certainly the high level of the De
partment is advised of it. It is not just 
some independent action of a vigorous 
assis·tant DA locally. I am going to be 
extremely disappointed if Mr. Heymann 
and the powers that be in the Justice 
Department who are now fully advised, 
and I personally full advised them in 
addition to the letter, do not take a 
hand in this and see that justice is done. 

I think this Lithuanian-American 
group are fantastically good citizens. We 
were the great beneficiaries, really, of the 
Russian usurpation of Lithuania. 

We have a small, but very prominent, 
Lithuanian-American group in my com
munity, as well as a Latvian one. They 
are certainly a great credit to their eth
nic background. They are all hardwork
ing, excellent, industrious citizens that 
we are very glad to have. I sympathize 
with them. 

Again, I want to commend the gentle
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. DouGH
ERTY) for doing this and thank him very 
much. 

Mr. DOUGHERTY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman very much for his 
participation and, indeed, for having the 
foresight to send that letter to the 
Department of Justice on behalf of the 
young people who did demonstrate. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I would like 
to advise Members of Congress that 
there is a reception this evening for 
Members of the Lithuanian-American 
community. 

I would like to note that eight Sena
tors have joined us in this effort to bring 
to the attention of the Congress and the 
American public this unfair justice, this 
double standard, by which young people 
from the Lithuanian-American commu
nity are being prosecuted for acting on 
behalf of freedom, while Iranian stu
dents who destroyed the city and dem
onstrated for anarchy were let free. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the question 
really is in the short run and in the long 
run, what are we going to do about the 
question of the Baltic States, whether or 
not we are going to allow Latvia, Estonia, 
and Lithuania to fade from the scene as 
being committed, viable, free nations 

that we will recognize as long as we, 
indeed, ourselves are free. To me, the 
legation here in Washington is a symbol 
that goes far beyond Lithuania. It is a 
symbol to the world ·that America will 
not recognize the Soviet domination of 
the Baltic States. 

It would seem appropriate, Mr. 
Speaker, that the Justice Department 
should rethink its actions in prosecuting 
these students, these young people. As I 
say, it seems rather ironic that those who 
demonstrate for freedom are persecuted, 
while those who demonstrate for perse
cution are allowed to go free in this land 
of America. 
0 Mr. DOUGHERTY. Mr. Speaker, as 
we prepare to recess the Congress until 
after the election, it is only fitting that 
we take a few moments to recognize and 
condemn an unconscionable travesty of 
justice. I commend my colleagues for 
their special order on this issue. 

I speak, of course, of the 18 Lithua
nan-Americans arrested for peacefully 
demonstrating too close to the Soviet 
Embassy on July 18. Although charges 
have been dronped for technical reasons 
against five of those arrested the remain
ing 13 are subject to prosecution and will 
go on trial this month. At the same time, 
all charges have been dropped against 
the so-called Iranian "students" who 
staged a violent demonstration in Wash
ington only 9 days later. 

The proximity in time of these two 
demonstrations has given this unequal 
treatment great symbolic significance, 
and that is: Leniency for Iranians who 
violently protest against the United 
States; the letter of the law for Ameri
cans who :reacefully exercise their rights 
of free speech to support U.S. policy and 
oppose Soviet aggression. These are pre
cisely the wrong signals to send to the 
American people at this moment in his
tory. To Americans who first saw law 
enforcement against Iranian student 
violence as ineffectual, it now appears 
arbitrary. 

The Justice Department apparently 
will not reconsider its decision to pros
ecute the Lithuanian-Americans in 
sp ~te of the letter to Assistant Att~rnoy 
General Philip Heymann, initiated by the 
gentleman from Michigan <Mr. SAWYER) 
which many of us signed. 

Some time ago, a number of us cospon
sored H.R. 5407 to provide continued 
funding for the legation of Lithuania. 
'The State Department continues to stall 
on our efforts to insure dipomatic rep
resentation of Lithuania in Washington. 

I join my colleagues in calling upon 
the Carter administration in protest\ng 
the unequal treatment of American citi
zens and Iranian nationals, and urge 
the Justice Department to treat in an 
impartial manner all persons who vio
late the law. 

Lithuanian-Americans in my congres
sional district have asked me why the 
Justice Department decided to handle 
these two situations differently. I do not 
know, and it seems that the Justice De
partment does not know either. 

The Lithuanian-American community 
feels quite strongly about these actions 
by the Department of Justice, as evi
denced by the following quotation from 
a letter I received: 

As an American who believes in the free
dom of speech and of expression, and living 
in a country where all men are supposed to 
be treated equally, regardless of national 
origin, religion, or color, I find this quite 
apparent double standard of justice very 
offensive. 

I, too, find it offensive.• 
• Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, the trial of 
18 Americans of Lithuanian descent 
should be followed closely by all Amer
icans who support this Government's 
human rights policies. Last year, the 
House of Representatives saluted the 
people of Lithuania on the anniversary 
of their "Day of Independence." We 
made a spec:al effort to commend Lith
uanians for the:r struggle to maintain 
a measure of human dignity under the 
yoke of Soviet domination. Yet this year, 
18 Americans wlll soon lbe standing trial 
for protesting publicly aga'nst the spread 
of Soviet domination into the nation of 
Afghanistan. 

Mr. Speaker, these 18 people are all too 
famiHar w~th the horrors of living under 
totalitarianism. Their relatives in East 
Europe, the workers in Poland, and the 
Afghan freedom fighters, these people all 
share a common sense of the need for the 
individual to live freely in a sovereign 
state. By demonstrating in front of the 
Embassy of the U.S.S.R., these 18 people 
spoke for every American who watched 
in horror as the Soviet tanks rolled into 
Afghan'stan. In a sense, these 18 spoke 
for the current administration-an ad
ministration that has taken great pride 
in its efforts to libera+e human beings 
from the ot:pression of totalitarianism. 
The cries for freedom have never fallen 
upon deaf ears in this country, yet many 
of our efforts could be nullified if the 18 
are not treated with compassion. 

Moreover, our effort to eradicate the 
stamp -of Soviet domination on countries 
outside its borders will not be served if 
this body does not continue to support 
the right of the L'thuanian people to be 
represented as a sovereign nation here 
in Washington. We must do everything 
within our power to support the Lithuan
ian legation, because by doing so, we send 
a very clear signal to Moscow that we do 
not and never will recognize the legality 
of its incorporation of the Lithuanian 
State. 

Last year, I took particular pride in 
speaking on behalf of Lithuanians, be
cause my maternal ancestors came from 
this country. My original family was cen
tered in Vistinecs, a small town near the 
Baltic Sea that was completely destroyed 
in World War I. The tradit~on of national 
pride and struggle could very well have 
originated then-during the German 
battles with Russia for domination. What 
is clear is that this tradition has con
tinued to th·s very day, and the House of 
Representatives should support that 
tradition by going on record in sympathy 
with the spirit and strength of the 18 
Americans who demonstrated against the 
Soviet Union. I made an observation in 
my last tribute that ;s even more fitting 
today: The people of Lithuania, as rep
resented by these 18 protestors, epitom
ize the philosophy of Winston Churchill 
when he defined courage as "the first of 
all human qualities because it is the qual
ity which guarantees all others." 
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I take ~reat pride in asking for leni
ence for Lithuanian Americans who 
dared to speak up on behalf of their .com
patriots all over the world.e 
• Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, next 
Tuesday 18 Lithuanian-Americans will 
be tried for demonstrating in front of the 
Soviet Embassy in violation of a District 
of Columbia statute. They will be tried 
under a system of law that protects their 
individual rights even as it protects the 
peace and order of the larger society. 

These Lithuanian-Americans were 
protesting the violation of other nations' 
peace and order by a great power that 
holds scant respect for the individual 
rights of its own or other nations' citi
zens, a power that this year forcibly in
vaded the independent State of Afghani
stan as it had, 40 years ago, invaded the 
independent State of Lithuania. Their 
demonstration serves us as a vital and 
timely reminder of the continuing dan
gers of Soviet expansionism to the free
dom and integrity of its neighbors. 

Our o\vn great Nation must not yield, 
as these nations have been tragically 
forced to do, to the threats of a govern
ment to whom international law and the 
human rights of all peoples mean little 
in comparison to the advancing of its 
own strategic goals. We must continue 
to defend life. law, and freedom when 
they are threatened by force or 
subversion. 

We must also continue to support the 
rights of the Lithuanian people, who have 
suffered and struggled under 40 years of 
Soviet domination. As you know, the 
United States has consistently refused 
to recognize the unlawful Soviet incor
poration of Lithuania and the other 
Baltic States and has maintained diplo
matic relations with representatives of 
the Republic of Lithuania. However, the 
Lithuanian legation is now facing extinc
tion, its diplomatic personnel of an ad
vanced age and its independent assets 
nearly gone. 

As a cosponsor of H.R. 5407, a bill to 
provide funding for the Lithuanian lega
tion, I am deeply concerned that our 
Nation insure the continuation of the 
diplomatic representation of Lithuania 
to the United States. We must show the 
Soviet Union, the world, and ourselves 
that the cause for which these 18 
Lithuanian-Americans demonstrated, the 
freedom and self -determination of the 
Lithuanian people and every people, re
mains a cherished goal of American for
eign policy .e 
e Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speak
er, my colleagues will recall the news 
reoorts indicating that on October 7, 18 
Lithuanian Americans will be tried for 
peacefully demonstrating outside the So
viet Embassy in Washington, after pro
testing the recent Soviet invasion of Af
ghanistan, the occuoation of the Soviet 
Union of their native Lithuania since 
1940, and the Soviet Union's disregard 
for basic human ri(Z'hts. 

Exactly 9 days after this demonstra
tion took place, 192 Iranian, pro-Kho
meini demonstrators were arrested after 
repeated clashes with District of Colum
bia police. resulting in injuries to several 
omcers and citizens. It is quite interest
ing to note that while all criminal charges 
against the Iranian demonstrators were 

dropped and a check on the immigration 
status of the demonstrators halted, the 
U.S. Department of Justice has prose
cuted the Lithuanian-Americans to the 
fullest extent of the law. 

The conclusion to be drawn from such 
discriminatory treatment is that United 
States appears to treat its own citizens 
more severely than Iranian nationals who 
have publicly belittled our Nation. This 
appears to be an open violation of the 
tradition of our Nation of "equal justice 
under the law." 

I do not choose to endorse or criticize 
the leniency shown the Iranians at this 
juncture: Prosecutors commonly dismiss 
charges for offenses judged minor, for 
first offenses, or for reasons of public 
policy. However, the proximity in time 
of these two demonstrations, has given 
the apparent unequal treatment an in
evitable, symbolic significance. What we 
have demonstrated in leniency for Ira
nians who violently protest against the 
United States and the letter and spirit of 
the law for Americans who peacefully 
protest against Soviet aggression. 

It is particularly fitting to restate our 
commitment to Lithuanian indeoend
ence in lieu of the recent Soviet action in 
Afghanistan, where once again we see 
the same frightful pattern of Russia's 
expansionism. Perhaps recent events in 
Afghanistan have made many Americans 
realize the fragile state of the world and 
sensitized them to the plight of the Lith
uanian people who continue to struggle, 
to pray, and to work for the day when 
their country can once again enjoy lib
erty. 

In publicly commemorating these 
events, Americans of Lithuanian descent 
reaffirm their commitment to the exer
cise of basic human rights which have so 
often been forcibly suppressed during 
Lithuania's tortured history. We too of
ten forget that in other countries of the 
world the rights which we enjoy are 
denied. We are free to celebrate our "In
dependence Day" with patriotic speeches, 
fireworks, parades, and picnics, but to the 
Lithuanians, their freedom is only a 
memory and a dream of the future. 

Lithuania today is a colony in a vast 
Russian Empire. She saw a period of 
freedom, as well as economic and indus
trial expansion between this century's 
world wars. During that time, she was 
given the Russians' "sacred word of hon
or," in a peace treaty and nonaggression 
pact, that they would respect her neu
trality and independence. In June 1940, 
however, Soviet soldiers marched in, 
forced a coalition government to resign 
and installed a regime of their own 
choosing. 

Since then, Lithuanians have been de
nied even the most elemental of human 
and civil rights, and have suffered severe 
assaults on their national identity and 
cultural heritage. The Lithuanian people 
have bravely refused to accept this op
pression and have kept alive their deter
mination to reclaim control over their 
own lives. 

While there are many outstanding ex
amples of those who have stood up to this 
oppressive Soviet rule, I am honored to 
join with my distinguished colleagues in 
singling out 18 Americans of Lithuanian 
descent for their exceptional courage. 
The undaunted spirit and the determi-

nation of the people of Lithuania have 
somehow filtered through the iron wall 
of Soviet domination. The support and 
encouragement of the American people 
will permeate that iron wall and will 
clearly indicate to the Lithuanian peo
ple that they are being seen and heard, 
clearly and loudly, by a nation which 
remembers.• 
8 Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join my colleagues in honor
ing the courageous people of Lithuania. 

The recent Soviet invasion of Af
ghanistan has heightened the aware
ness oi all the world's free people that 
democracy is precious and must be ac
tively protected. And, the recent labor 
activities in Poland have shown us that 
a strong-willed and freedom-loving na
tion contains a force that is greater than 
the repression and presecution tactics 
used by the Russians. 

Similarly, the Lithuanian people are a 
determined people who have repeatedly 
voiced their opposition to the Soviet ag
gression with which they must live daily. 
Despite the religious persecution, polit
ical and cultural repression and denial 
of fundamental human rights, the Lith
uanians have not lost their will to be a 
sovereign people. 

In this same vein, 18 Americans of 
Lithuanian descent demonstrated their 
support of the Olympic boycott, and 
protested the Soviet invasion of Afghan
istan and the 40 years of Soviet occupa
tion of Lithuania in front of the Soviet 
Embassy in Washington. 

These Americans demonstrated with 
the same spirit that has survived 
throughout the Eastern bloc countries, 
and with the same spirit which offers 
inspiration for all the world's people 
who value human freedom above all 
else.• 
e Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I join my 
colleagues in the House in support of 
the 18 Lithuanians who face trial in the
District of Columbia for expressing their 
protests of the actions of the Soviet 
Union, which is occupying their home
land. 

We in the United States set great 
store by liberty. William Allen White 
once reminded us that: 

Liberty is the one thing you cannot have 
unless you give it to others. 

As the seat of Government, Washing
ton is a magnet for citizens who want to 
petition their Government in person. It 
is ironic that the District of Columbia 
grants permits for demonstrations, many 
of them not peaceable, to groups whose 
purpose is not freedom, but destruction 
of our system of rights and privileges. 
If the representatives of the Govern
ment of Iran, which has held 52 Ameri·· 
cans prisoner for nearly a year, can go 
scot free after rioting, the prosecution 
and trial bY the District of these 18 
Lithuanian patriots, who sought only to 
demonstrate their love of freedom, be
comes a travesty of justice. 

The jackboot of Soviet tyranny has 
spread across Europe like a plague of 
the soul. We see signs that the people 
in oppressed lands are becoming rest
less, that the yearning for freedom of 
expression and action has not been 
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quenched by the years of Communist 
domination. The uprising in Poland is 
but the tip of an iceberg of discontent. 
It is important that our Government 
continue its moral support of displaced 
ethnic groups, people who want their 
homelands once more to exercise free 
choice. 

Although the Lithuanian 18 may be in 
technical violation of an ordinance of 
the city of Washington, the cause for 
which they were demonstrating is just, 
and I believe the District government 
would be wise to admonish them, but 
would be unjust to insist on punishing 
them.• 
e Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, on 
numerous occasions, I have directed the 
attention of the Members to the con
tinued Soviet persecution of Lithuanian 
nationals held captive in the Baltic State 
of Lithuania. This is a situation that is 
typical of the oppression that exists 
under the Soviet Government rule. 

However, on October 7, 18 Americans 
of Lithuanian descent will be tried for 
demonstrating in front of the Soviet Em
bassy in Washington, D.C. These Ameri
cans, in expressing their support of the 
U.S. Olympic boycott and protesting the 
Soviet aggression in the invasion of 
Afghanistan, were utilizing their rights 
as U.S. citizens. 

In contrast to the orderly and peace
ful demonstration of the Lithuanian
Americans in front of the Soviet Em
bassy, Iranian "students" who incited a 
violent demonstration in the streets of 
Washington 9 days later to protest Amer
ican "crimes" in Iran have had all 
charges dropped against them. 

In the case involving the Lithuanian
Americans, each demonstrator was 
charged with a single misdemeanor and 
none had a previous arrest record. Yet 
the Carter administration Justice De
partment is insisting on prosecuting 
them for violation of an ordinance which 
prohibits congregating within 500 feet of 
an Embassy or displaying flags or plac
ards criticizing a foreign government. 
Despite the fact that the Iranians pro
voked a confrontation with onlookers 
resulting in American citizens and police 
being injured and despite the fact that 
several Iranians were charged with 
felonies, the chare-es agajnst them were 
dropped even before the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service could verify 
their immigration status. This decision 
was made at the highest levels in 
Government. 

It is of utmost importance that we 
insist th3t the Justice Department re
consider their gutless treatment of the 
Iranian nationals who demonstrated 
against U.S. policy as compared to their 
determination to prosecute the Lithuan
ian-Americans who demonstrated in 
support of freedom. I have joined with 
our. colleague, Mr. DoNNELLY, in cospon
sormg House Concurrent Resolution 430 
which expresses the sense of Congres; 
th'it.t~e U.S. Government should, in the 
tradition of our Nation of equal justice 
under the law, treat in an impartial man
ner all persons who violate the law. 

For ~he ~ast 40 years, freedom, self
determmation and independence have 

been denied to the Lithuanian people. 
Soviet repression in Lithuania has 
reached alarming proportions. Show 
trials and harsh sentences are used to 
intimidate and to silence the widespread 
nationalistic and religious fervor in this 
Baltic country. The United States has 
consistently refused to recognize this un
lawful Soviet occupation and to this day 
continues to maintain diplomatic rela
tions with representatives of these Baltic 
States. 

Unfortunately, the Lithuanian lega
tion in the United States is facing extinc
tion because that small nation's mone
tary assets frozen in the United States 
at the Soviet takeover are almost com
pletely depleted. I have joined with other 
Members in cosponsoring Mr. DouGH
ERTY's resolution to authorized appro
priations for the Lithuanian legation. I 
believe that the legation must remain 
open as a symbol of U.S. nonrecognition 
of the Soviet occupation of the Baltic 
States, and to provide hope to the more 
than 1 million people of Lithuanian de
scent living in the United States that 
Soviet oppression can be resisted and 
that freedom will be restored to their 
homeland. 

On this occasion, we should reaffirm 
our commitment to those Baltic nations 
still struggling for independence. The 
eventual restoration of self-determina
tion for Lithuania, as well as Estonia and 
Latvia, must be an objective of freedom
loving people throughout the world and 
is the policy of our Government. 

I hope the administration will take this 
into account.• 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. DOUGHERTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of this special order today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. DOUGHERTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have permission to revise and ex
tend their remarks and to include ex
traneous material on the subject of the 
special order today of the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. KEMP) on the sub
ject of urban jobs. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

COMMENDATION TO CHAIRMAN 
BENNETT ON A TRAGIC AND DIF
FICULT DAY 

(Mr. DOUGHERTY asked and was 
given permision to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DOUGHERTY. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to pay my public respect and 

admiration to the chairman of the Eth
ics Committee, the gentleman from Flor
ida <Mr. BENNETT) on what was, indeed, 
a most tragic and very difficult day for 
him. I think he handled himself to the 
credit of this Congress and to the credit 
of his constituency in Florida. 

GROWING BIPARTISAN SUPPORT 
FOR THE KEMP-GARCIA URBAN 
JOBS BilL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York <Mr. KEMP) is rec
ognized for 60 minutes. 
• Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, the head
lines of the three articles I am submit
ting for the record today speak for them
selves. On August 28 the Christian Sci
ence Monitor reported that "Coalition 
Charts Way To Save Cities." The Fort 
Worth News-Tribune on September 12 
carried a story about how "Liberals, 
Conservatives in Congress Back Novel 
Plan To Restore Cities," while the Phil
adelphia Inquirer on September 21 an
nounced that "Free Enterprise zones 
Growing in Popularity, if Not Reality." 

Thi.s is not a Republican idea or a 
Democrat;c idea. It is a practical idea, 
which transcends our ideological and 
political disputes. BoB GARCIA and I do 
not agree on all issues, but we do agree 
that this Congress must explore new 
approaches to restoring jobs and growth 
in our inner cities. 

Today I would like to join my col
leagues BoB GARCIA, D~VE STOCKMAN, 
HANK NOWAK, BOB LIVINGSTON, and NEWT 
GINGRICH in placing recent editorials, 
letters, resolutions, and testimony in sup
port of H .R. 7563 into the RECORD: 

[From the Christ.ian Science Monitor, 
At1g . 28, 1980] 

COALITION CHARTS WAY TO SAVE Cl'nES 
(By Guy Halverson) 

WASHINGTON.-An unusual coalition of 
blac!<"s, conservative economists, socialists, 
urban planners, and liberal officeholders is 
taking shape here to push a bold new effort 
t o save cent ral cit ies from u rban blight. 

Dubbed "enterprise zones" by proponents, 
the concept is relatively straight forward: re
move most zoning, taxation , and federal and 
local business regulations from carefully de
fined central city district s . The upshot, in 
t he eyes of pro'9onents, would be to en
courage new industrial and commercial de
velopment , including jobs, in those same 
areas. 

The concept has not yet been formally 
test ed out in North America--despite some
what similar but more rest r ict ed ventures, 
such as "free-trade zones," now under way 
in 40 US ~urisdictions. However, as many a.s 
seven enterprise zones are now expected to 
begin operation later this year in the United 
Kingdom. 

Stuard M. Butler, an economist with the 
conservative based Heritage Foundation, a. 
Washington research group, sees "strong in
terest" in the enterprise zone concept from 
di,•erse political and economic groups. 

The reason. sa ..... s Dr. But liO'r. is that given 
tight pressures on the federal budget, the 
?.oning t.axatio.., a.p ..... roach offe,..s a "p,.acttca.l, 
low-cost" method of attempting to lure 
business back into central city areas. 

Republican presidential cont ender Ronald 
Reagan has already made "enterprise zones" 
one of the cornerstones of his urban political 
agenda.. 
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But support for the special zones goes far 

beyond merely the Republican Party. In fact, 
a version of the concept in the House of Rep
resentatives is co-sponsored by conservative 
upstate New York Republican Jack Kemp 
and liberal Democrat Robert Garcia, whose 
district encompasses the South Bronx, one 
of the most blighted urban areas in the U.S. 

"We were supporting this concept long 
before Mr. Reagan wa<. nominated," argues 
Jeff Noah, an aide to Representative Garcia. 
"We've tried just about every possible fed
eral urban renewal program in our district 
(the South Bronx) . They haven't worked. 
That's why we're will1ng to try this 
approach: ' 

The Kemp-Garcia bill is now before the 
House Ways and Means committee. It has 
already snapped up support from 40 law
makers from all sides of the political spec
trum, including members of the black 
caucus. 

A similar bill has been introduced in the 
Senate. 

The enterprise zone concept was first de
veloped in England several years ago--the 
work of Sir Geoffrey Howe (Chancellor of 
the Exch,equer in the present Conservative 
government) and Peter Hall, an urban 
planner (and Socialist) . 

Under the British concept, zoning regu
lations in a specified industrial area would 
be reduced, while property taxes would be 
dropped on commercial and industrial 
property. 

Business taxes-as well as capital gains 
taxes--would be lowered. Minimum wage 
laws and the closed shop would be elimi
nated. If possible, free trade zones would be 
included within the larger enterprise zones. 

E!!.rller this year the British government 
announced that it would be going ahead 
with some six enterpri<;e zones. That number 
has since been boosted to seven. 

Though no such .z;ones are yet underway 
in the U.S. , a bill to establish one experi
mental plan lost by one vote last year in 
the Tll1nois legislature. 

The Kemp-Garcia. bill-the urban jobs 
and enterprise zone act-deliberately skirts 
"local" jurisdictional issuee such as zoning. 
The bill also does not call for elimination 
or lowering of the minimum wage. 

Rather, the emphasis is primarily on low
ering taxes. There must be a permanent re
duction of not less than 20 percent of the 
effective real rate on property taxes. The 
capital-gains deduction would be increased 
from 60 percent to 80 percent on personal 
property used essentially for business pur
poses in the zone. Co..-porate tax rates would 
be sharply reduced. 

One key criterion for the zone, however, 
would be that firms must employ at least 
50 percent of their w::>rk force from the zone 
area to qualify for most of the varia.us tax 
reductions. Firms with a smaller percentage 
of the area work force would have more 
limited tax advantages. 

Opposition to the enterprise zone concept 
centers around the possib111ty that such 
trade-commercial areas might be used to 
exploit workers. At the same time, the cur
rent Republican political identification with 
the plan almost prohibits Carter adminis
tration support. 

[From the Fort Worth News-Tribune, 
Sept. 12, 1980] 

LIBERALS, CONSERVATIVES IN CONGRESS BACK 
NoVEL PLAN To RESTORE CITIEs 

(By David A. W1lliams) 
WASHINGTON.-"The problems of urban 

employment and economic decline ... have 
made the South Bronx look like Berlin in 
1945," according to Democratic Cone-ress
man Robert Garcia from the South Bronx. 

To help remedy these problems Garcia has 
joined Republican Congressman Jack Kemp 

to co-sponsor the Urban Jobs and Enterprise 
Zone Act (H.R. 7563). The btll has captured 
the attention of Democrats and Republi
cans, liberals and conservatives alike. 

Rep. Augustus Hawkins (D. Cal.), the 
senior black Congressman in the House and 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Employ
ment Opportunities, has called the bill "a 
bold, innovative approach," that is needed 
"to restore the vigorous economic growth 
needed to create jobs for black Americans 
and other minorities." 

The impetus behind this bill is this: 
Between 1970 and 1979 population in the 
Northeast actually declined, even though 
United States population grew 8.3 percent. 
From 1970 to 1974 northeastern metropoll
ta.n areas experienced a net migration and a 
net job loss. For instance, in the South 
Bronx, 66 percent of the inhabitants were 
black or Hispanic by 1970, and 40 percent 
were below 18. One-third of the population 
is now dependent on welfare, and although 
the South Bronx has lost 20 percent of its 
residents, it has lost less than 3 percent of 
its welfare cases. 

In those areas of the cities where 20 per
cent or more of the population lives below 
the poverty level (one in five city residents, 
and two in three black city residents live in 
such areas) the overall unem:!Jloyment rate 
in 1979 was over twice the national average. 
For blacks, it was close to three times the 
national average, and for black teenagers 
the unemployment rate reached 42 percent, 
seven times the national average. By 1976, 
16 percent of our nation's central city resi
dents fell below the poverty line, compared 
to a national average of 10 percent in other 
areas. 

The nation is faced with the fact that 
little or no economic activity is being gen
erated in our inner cities, and that is where 
our urban problems are coming from. Fur
thermore, the billions of dollars spent by 
the federal government since the 1960s 
although spent with good intentions, have 
failed to solve the problems of chronic un
employment and economic underdevelop
ment among our minorities and those in the 
inner cities. 

Since no revenues are coming from these 
areas, government m'l.lSt introduce measures 
that will encourage economic growth by low
ering tax ra.tes, and drastically reduce or 
eliminate regulations that serve as a barrier 
to economic activity. Government loses not a 
dime by dramatically lowering the tax rate 
on the unemployed ·black or Hispanic teen
ager who is producing no taxable income 
for the government to lo.se. Neit her does 
it lose by lowering small business tax rates 
in burned-out areas of the city since all 
small enterprise.:; have already left these 
areas. This is significant since 66 percent of 
new job.:; created nationally, and 100 per
cent of net new jobs created in the North
east, come fTom small business (companies 
with fewer that 25 employees). 

The concept of the "Enterprise Zone" was 
put forward in Britain in June, 1978 by 
Sir Geoffrey Howe, now Conservative Chan
cellor of the Exchequer, and Pater Hall, a 
socialist and professor of urban planning. 
A zone of about a square mile is chosen in 
the most depressed part of a city, and in 
it restlrictions and most business taxes are 
removed. Zoning is sim-plified, property taxes 
cut dramatically and business taxes reduced 
significantly. The area is designated a. free 
trade zone and thus with taxes, government 
regulation and red tape minimized, en
trepreneurs find it cheaper and simple to 
turn ideas into jobs. 

Kemp's urban jobs and Enterprise Zone 
Act includes 

1. To e'1cour:u<:e 1ob creation in the inner 
city, pa.rtlculariy "ror the young, the b111 
reduce3 Social Security payroll taxes on 
employers and employees by 90 per.cent far 

workers under 21, 50 percent for workers 
21 and older. 

2. To encourage small enterprise invest
ment and job creation , the bill reduce.:; the 
capltal gain.:; tax rate on investment by 
50 percent (on the sale of residential 
proper ty, the tax '!'eduction applies only 
when the seller has his or her principal resi
dence in the zone.) 

3. To encourage business expansion and 
to retain existing enterprises, the bill reduces 
bu.slness tax rate.:; 15 percent across-the
board for any business located in and em
ploying .at least half of its employees in one 
or more zones. 

4. To increase smaH business incentives, 
the bill (a) allows three-year, straight-line 
depreciaMon on the first $500,000 of assets 
purchased e3ich year, (b) allows the use of 
ca.sh rather than accrual accounting meth
od.:; for firms with gross sales below $1 mil
lion, and (c) extend.:; the loss carry forward 
provision to ten years. 

To be eligible for Enterprise Jobs Zone 
status, either there must have been an aver
age rate of unemployment in the area of 
twice the national average for the most re
cent 24 month period, and 30 percent of fam
ilies are below the poverty level, or average 
unemployment rate during the most recent 
period was at least three times the national 
average, or at least 50 percent or more fam
ilies are below the poverty level. 

A companion bill (S. 2823) introduced in 
June, 1980 by Senators Rudy Boschwitz (R.
Minnesota) and John Chafee (R .-Rbode Is
land) and hearings on it will be held late 
in the summer in the Senate Finance Com
mittee. 

According to British economist Stuart But
ler, the beauty of this bill is that , "It would 
not require tax money-indeed, it would take 
people off welfare rolls and turn them into 
taxpayers. Suspending property taxes on 
empty buildings would involve no loss to a 
city. Even the tax lo::s on occupied housing 
and commercial buildings would likely soon 
be recovered by increased revenue as new jobs 
and economic growth were created." 

A new concept such as this may finally 
turn around the spiral of unemployment and 
url:an malaise suffered by our minorities and 
teenagers. 

In the words of William Raspberry, syndi
cated columnist, with the Washington Post, 
"If you believe that what America needs is 
more people gainfully employed, more people 
producing goods and services, then you 
might be interested in the Urban Jobs and 
Enterprise Zone Act introduced by Rep. Jack 
Kemp." 

[From the Philadelphia. Inquirer, Sept. 21, 
1980] 

FREE ENTERPRISE ZONES GROWING IN POPU
LARITY, IF NOT REALITY 

(By Douglas A. Camp-bell) 
Buried in the economic medicine bag of 

election-year inflation cures and ton1cs for 
the nation's gouty big blli:ine&es is a remedy 
designed to restore industrial activity in 
Philadelphia and other big cities. 

The prescription is simple: Cut taxes and 
other government-related bu!!iness expenses 
in depre.::sed urban neighborhoods, and the 
areas will rebound economically. 

The prescription is also old. Pennsylvania, 
for example, already has a statewide program 
aimed at making urban neighborhoods more 
hospitable to business. 

What has changed is the scope. 
Two bills already in Congre.::s would, as a 

matter of national policy, authorize what 
are often called "free enterprise zones," in 
which laissez faire would take over where 
government has dominated. 

'The legislation would put the federal gov
ernment's money where its mouth is, too. 
At the minimum, it would give huge tax 
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breaks to businesses that set up shop in 
low-income, high-unemployment neighbor
hoods. 

Not surprisingly in an election year, sup
port for such ur:ba.n reinvestment proposa-ls 
comes from individuals representing a. wide 
range of political views. 

Ronald Reagan has embraced the free en
terprise zone idea. as his recommenda.tion 
for urban renewal. But the concept also is 
advocated by a. number of Democratic ex
perts who cannot help but notice that 
chronic urban unemployment persists as a. 
major economic problem. 

"It's a. good idea.," said economists Bernard 
Anderson, an expert on youth unemploy
ment and executive vice presiden·t of the 
Rockefeller Foundation in New York. Ander
son was a. ca.mpaign adviser in 1976 for 
Jimmy Carter. 

"Much of the loss (of urban jobs) is due 
to tax and expenditure systems we have set 
up in this country at the local level," said 
Michael Wachter, a. Wharton School econo
mist and another former Carter adviser. 
"What this enterprise zone is almost saying 
is: 'Let's copy what the booming Southwest 
and Southeast is doing.' " 

While the general idea of free enterprise 
zones garners bipartisan support, however, 
there are several renditions of the theme that 
would produce substantially different re
sults. 

The moderate proposals would simply cut 
taxes. The more elaborate schemes would 
create islands for industrial free-for-alls 
where everything from safety regulations to 
minimum wage rules would be abolished a.nd 
where tax le·vies would be minimal. 

Credit is given to the British for coming 
up with the free enterprise zone as a. means 
of stemming the deterioration of old indus
trial centers in England, Scotland a.nd Wales. 

According to the Heritage Foundation, a. 
conservative, Washington-based group that 
supports studies of public policy, the British 
experiment, which started last month, 
should be imported by the United States 
because "federal intervention has failed to 
halt urban blight and decay. 

The foundation, which has taken the lead 
in publicizing the idea., describes the zones 
as areas where government "would substan
tially reduce taxes, regulations and the mini
mum wage to encourage entrepreneurs to 
create new industry and jobs in the cities' 
most depressed areas." 

The leading piece of legislation in Con
gress does not fill all those criteria., but it 
has the foundation's blessing. The congress
men sponsoring the blll are led by South 
Bronx Democrat Robert Garcia. and by Jack 
Kemp, the Buffalo, N.Y., Republican Whose 
proposal to cut federal taxes by 30 percent 
in three years has • • • the core of Reagan's 
economic proposals. 

The Kemp-Garcia. proposal requires a. city 
that wa.nrt;s to have a. free enterprise zone to 
cut property taxes in the zone by 20 percent 
permanently. If that is done, the legislation 
would cut corporate income and capital gains 
taxes sharply, would reduce Social Security 
taxes paid by employers by up to 90 percent 
and would provide for a.ccelerwted deprecia
tion rates for companies in the area.. 

For their parts, companies doing business 
in free enterprise zones would, under the 
Kemp-Garcia. blll , hire at least 25 percent 
of their workers from the zone. 

Zones would be limited to all'eas with un
employment rates of at least twice the na
tional average and with at least 30 percent 
of its residents with incomes below the pov
erty level. 

THE PAUL PLAN 

In the view of Temple University eco
nomics professor Walter E. Williams, how
ever, this proposal provides insufficient in
centives to promote economic develo;>ment. 
Williams helped draft legislation introduced 
by Rep. Ronald E. Paul (R-Texas). 

CXXVI--182~ 22 

Paul's blll goes further than the Kemp
Garcia. measure in six ways, explained Wil
liams, who is on leave from Temple to teach 
at George Mason University in Fairfax, Va.. 

Paul's legislation: 
Eliminates the federal minimum wage law 

in free enterprise zones. 
Eliminates the jurisdiction of the Occupa

tional Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) in the zones. 

Requires deeper local property tax cuts. 
Requires elimination of all local zoning 

ordinances. 
Reduces federal taxes even further, both 

on companies and individuals. 
Extends the lifetime of the zone to 20 

years from the 10 years proposed under the 
Kemp-Garcia bill. 

Moreover, under the Paul legislation, a. city 
could establish a. free enterprise zone if the 
area had a. 7 percent unemployment rate and 
if 10 percent of its families were under the 
poverty level. 

"In a. word or two, these calls for free en
terprise zones simply eliminate all those 
rules and regulations and taxes that have 
shackled our cities," Williams said in a. tele
phone interview. "They take into account 
that these cities ... did not become great 
as a. result of extensive government regula
tion. They became great because they were 
free enterprise centers. 

"I don't know whether (the taxes and 
regulations) have a basis for being, but 
they nonetheless are not free. Somebody has 
to pay. If the cities have high taxes, they 
will just drive companies to places in the 
country that have lower taxes." 

FOLLOWING ADAM SMITH 

Williams' brand of economics harks back 
to the days of Adam Smith, whose 1776 book, 
Wealth of Nations, outlined the economy of 
the industrialized world and described the 
benefits of a. free market. 

Williams, himself a. product of Philadel
phia's poor neighborhoods, insists in his 
writing that unskllled blacks and other mi
norities have been kept off even the bottom 
rung of the nation's economic ladder by the 
existence of a minimum wage that he be
lieves is kept above the actual value of their 
work. 

In a. !ree market, where unskilled people 
could offer their toil for the going wage, they 
would find work and would develop sk11ls, 
W1llia.ms tells his stt:dents. 

Ellmina.tlon of the minimum wage ls thus 
a key ingredient in W111iams' formula. for 
free enterprise zones, as is the elimination 
of most forms of government participation 
in the economy, including existing jobs pro
grams. 

"I would argue that 1! we got some free 
enterprise zones we could eliminate some 
of these (government) job training pro
grams and ha":'e re::~.I job tr::~.1n1ng pro
grams in the private sector," Wil11ams said. 

He said he would replace the existing Com
prehensive Employment and Training Act 
(CETA) system of job train1ng with his free 
enterprise zone scheme. 

Economist Wachter said he agreed with 
Wllliams• "general thrust.'' Wachter and his 
economist wi!e, Susan, will host a. Uni
versity of Pennsylvania. conference next 
year to discuss the nation's options for re
viving its industry. 

"We're spending a. lot of government 
money (in CETA) subsidizing jobs in the 
government sector," Wachter said. "We 
really do have to reverse that trend." 

He cautioned that while CETA has "an 
awful lot of problems," the program should 
be phased out rather than ended abruptly. 

Wachter also praised the idea of free enter
prise zones as a. replacement for existing ef
forts to attack urban unemployment. 

"It's the new fiscal conservatism, pro
investment strategy that we're adopting on 
a. national level, applied on the local level," 
Wachter said. 

But he criticized the suggestion that gov
ernment safety regulations be suspended. 

"I think it's one thing to say OSHA has 
done a terrible job in administering Job 
safety," he said. "(But) we want to have job 
safety. We just want it done correctly and 
not done at a cost that's burdensome to em
ployers.'' 

He also said that "any conservative should 
be opposed" to a plan to cut back on Social 
Security taxes "for things that have nothing 
to do with Social Security," a system that 1s 
widely acknowledged to face financial dtm
culties in the years ahead. 

Bernard Anderson's reservations about free 
enterprise zones are even more fundamental, 
however. 

"We don't want this policy to become one 
for creating low-level, dead-end jobs-for 
creating in the ghetto a. second-class island," 
Anderson warned. 

The minimum wage is not the problem 
WilUams makes it out to ·be, Anderson said. 

"They (minorities) have had the bottom 
rung for a long time and they didn't get 
on" because of other factors, he said. 

Those factors include economic deteriora
tion in cities, the World War II baby boom 
that has now fiooded the labor pool and 
the entry of women into the work force, he 
said. 

Nor did Anderson support the idea. of re
lieving safety or other labor standards for 
companies in the zones. 

"If this (fre~ enterprise zone) is a veiled 
attempt to diminish the quality of la.<bor 
standards and to depress the quality of eco
nomic opportunity for minorities ... then 
it will not be well received by minority 
groups," Anderson said. 

Finally, Anderson cautioned against elimi
nating CETA. 

"Simply giving incentives (to business to 
locate in the zone) does not get individuals 
in that community trained for the job,'' he 
said. "It does not develop their productiv
ity.'' 

But without these qual1ties, a. free enter
prise zone "could contribut-e to the expan
sion of jobs" and would be "worthwhile" 
as long ·as existing companies are not ex
cluded, Anderson said. 

Wachter took that point a. step furt.her. 
"The question would come up: Why 

wouldn't you do this for the whole city?" he 
said. 

Wachter's answer is that, indeed, whole 
cities should be established as free enter
prise zones, and companies should be given 
tax breaks for hiring the hard-core unem
ployed regardless of where they live. 

"In a. city, you would want all manufactur
ing zones to get the same breaks," he said. 
"In terms of equity it would be awfully 
hard to establish separate zones." 

Despite their individual ground rules , how
ever, these economists expressed uniform af
fection for the notion of some scheme that 
would ease government's presence in urban 
industry. Said Williams: "What we've got to 
do is get government to stop destroying 
jobs." e 
e Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, when JACK 
KEMP and I introduced the Urban Jobs 
and Enterprise Zone Act, H.R. 7563, last 
June, we stated that above all we hoped 
to reopen the debate on America's ur
ban policy. Four months later I think 
we can claim success. Liberals and con
servatives. Democrats and Republicans, 
urban experts and community leaders 
have all expressed their support for the 
new concept of enterprise zones. 

Last July I had the opportunity to 
testify before the House Committee on 
the District of Columbia hearings on ur
ban centers. During these hearings I ar-
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gued that the history of urban develop
ment is the history of "opportunity de
velopment." Generations of Americans 
have come from across the sea, from 
farms and small towns, to seek in the 
city an opportunity to better their lives 
and the lives of their children. Today 
our cities are filled with people who also 
came to the cities full of hope--and 
whose hope is being crushed by the high 
unemployment rates and business de
cline in our central cities. The purpose of 
my bill is to create new jobs and new 
enterprises in the cities, by providing 
major tax incentives to entrepreneurs 
who will start up businesses in poor com
munities and hire people from them. 

I would like to submit my testimony 
for the RECORD. 

TOWARD A NEW FEDERAL RoLE IN URBAN RE
DEVELOPMENT-A POLICY OF OPPORTUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT 

Chairman DELLuMs. It is indeed a personal 
pleasure for me to appear before you and 
your committee today in order to discuss the 
general state of America's cities. 

It is difficult, I think, to otfer generaliza
tions about any subject as vast and complex 
as is the American city. Were someone cheer
ily to make the blanket statement that our 
cities are thriving, for example, I would 
angrily walk with him t hrough the rubble
strewn streets of my congressional district, 
the South Bronx portion of New York City, 
point out as many abandoned buildings, 
burned-out businesses, truant children, un
employed adults, dilapidated apartment 
houses, and dangerous street gangs as were 
necessary to bring tears to his eyes and 
anguish to his soul. 

If that same person were then to tell me 
with sadness that there is no hope for these 
inner-cit y people, I would impatiently walk 
with him to the numerous self-help proj
ects scat tered throughout my district where 
the Black and Hispanic poor-so often deni
grated by those in no position to know 
them-are in reality proving themselves to be 
the greatest and most unsung heroes of our 
age as t hey refashion their community and 
rebuild their own lives brick by brick and 
cinderblock by cinderblock. Thelr heroism in 
t he face of daily crime, a sick economy, bu
reaucratic inertia, and dogmattic and facile 
political attitudes toward them would serve 
to inspire, I am sure, my o·bservant com
panion. 

If that same companion, however, were 
to argue that such efforts were doomed by 
t he decline evident in all directions, I would 
walk wi th him to the nearest subway, side
stepping the litt er, the alcoholics, and the 
occasional drug addict, and ride the train 
for no more than five minutes. There, within 
the same city and less than two miles from 
the devastated scene which earlier brought 
tears to his eyes, I would watch my com
panion's eyes light up with astonished de
light as the two of us departed the subway 
in wondrously awesome and diverse mid
town Manhattan. Once there, after walking 
past the continental sidewalk cafes, the mod
ern skyscrapers, the chic plazas, t he fabu
lously expensive boutiques, the renowned 
museums, and the exciting Broadway shows 
1! my companion were to state t hat my 
city was truly wonderful , I would take him 
back to my district, force him to watch 
a fifty year-old building burn to the ground 
as a result of arson, make him continue 
to watch in horror as teenagers and young 
children hurl rock after rock at the arriv
ing firemen , and then ask him to tell me 
just how wonderful the city is. 

Mr. Chairman, I have known for some time 
what my imaginary friend has recently 
learned-it is as useless for any of us to 
speak of an urban crisis as it is for us to 

speak of an urban renaissance. I know that 
each of these phrases has been bandied 
about during the course of these hearings 
and, frankly, I believe that each phase is 
as emotionally charged as it is thoroughly 
void of intellectual substance. 

This is not to say, of course, that our 
patent inability to characterize the state of 
urban America must of necessity yield to 
an inab111ty on our part to analyze urban 
conditions. Far from it. I do belleive, how
ever, t hat if we are to be true to the spirit 
of our great urban heroes of today-the 
inner-city residents who thrive on a spirit 
of community, cooperation, and enterprise
then we must be as precise as is possible in 
our thinking about what the Federal govern
ment can and cannot do to help our cities. 
Specifically, we must understand that for 
certain policy pur;: oses the three areas visited 
by my imaginary friend-tragically declined, 
hopefully heroic, and fabulously exciting
are part of the same economic entity and 
for certain ot her purposes the three areas 
are absolutely unique. 

As I shall explain in these remarks, when 
viewed in the former context, National eco
nomic policy is of greatest significance. When 
viewed in the latter context. targeted tax 
policy is of greatest significance. 

Jurisdictionally, of course, the three areas 
of my city are Fart of the same metropolis, 
but I am referring to something more impor
tant for our purposes, however. Each seem
ingly different area is part of the sa.me 
economy-local , regional , and National-and 
t o the extent that Federal economic policy
makers devise policies which pit city against 
city, st ate against state, and region against 
region all of our cities, states, and re~ions 
will lose. When growth is encouraged in the 
sunbelt through the relocation of businesses 
formerly located in the northeast, when 
mayors must devote their time to lobbying 
the Federal government for a share of scarce 
resources instead of governing their commu
nities, when such r olicies as planned shrink
age gain currency in cities which face 
opportunity losses instead of gains, then I 
submit that all of our cities, large and small, 
are the losers despite any apparent signs 
to t he contrary in some of those cities. 

The great principle of urban development 
throughout the history of the world, I would 
argue, is that people move from areas of less 
opportunity to areas of greater opportunity. 
I urge the members of this committee to 
keep this principle firmly in mind at all 
times, just as I urge my fellow members of 
the House Subcommittee on Housing and 
Community Development to do likewise. I 
would contend further that the opportuni
ties need not be economic alone, or even 
primarily. How else can one explain tbe ea
gerness of economically comfortable Jewish 
scientists to depart the Soviet Union for a 
rigorous life in Israel other than to conclude 
that freedom of religion and the right to 
practice freely their profession is of utmost 
importance to them? How else can one ex
plain the boatloads of Haitians and CUbans, 
initially willing to face difficult lives, who 
nevertheless surge into our country other 
than to conclude that we offer something 
which these people never had? Indeed, how 
else can one explain in its entirety the his
tory of the United States and its cities, vil
lages, and towns other than by reference to 
this great principle which equates urban 
development with opportunity development? 

Permit me to state my point once again, 
for it is crucially important. The great prin
ciple of urban development throughout the 
history of the world is that people move from 
areas of less opportunity to areas of greater 
opportunity. 

Let us not be so blinded by the modern 
alphabet soup of government and its pro
grams vitally important as they are-HUD, 
EDA, IRS, DOT, DOL, UDAG, CDBG, etc.
that we forget the simple truth that the his-

tory of urban development is the history of 
opportunity development. To the extent that 
a government program increases the oppor
tunities of some or all Americans without 
correspondingly decreasing the opportunities 
of any Americans, then that program has 
provided us with an example of the proper 
role of government in bringing about Amer
ican urban development, that is, opportunity 
enhancement not lilnited to a particular 
place but instead resulting in enhanced op
portunities facing the Nation as a whole. 
And, to the extent that we pit any aggrega
tion of Americans against another, to that 
extent we have Am.erican urban antidevelop
mental policies. 

How do we attain the former and avoid the 
latter. This, it seems to me, is the most sig
nificant question faced by this committee. 
It requires a recognition by the members of 
this committee that the seemingly separate 
issues of urban redevelopment and the en
hancement of National productivity are ex
actly one and the same. 

We attain the former and avoid the lat
ter approach by recognizing that any policy 
which provides for the economic growth of 
our entire Nation without accomplishing this 
at the expense of any part of our Nation is 
by far the boldest, most innovative, least 
costly, least bureaucratic, and most efficient 
urban policy this Nation could possibly hope 
to devise. There is only one way that the 
three very ditferent areas of my city which 
I described earlier can thrive simultaneously 
as they frankly are not doing now: through 
National growth policies designed to make all 
parts of our land highly productive once 
again. 

There is only one way that my city and 
the Mid.western farm areas which feed it 
can thrive simultaneously as they frankly 
are not doing now: through National growth 
policies designed to make all parts of our 
land highly productive once again. And there 
is only one way that the South Bronxes of 
the United States will ever be able to capture 
the enterprising spirit of their residents 
whose affection for their homes is so great 
that they have not left them during these 
hard times: through National growth policies 
designed to make all parts of our land highly 
productive once again. 

This, then, is the first reason for my iden
tification of urban development with oppor
tunity development. 

What are some of the policies which must 
be followed if we are to achieve these Na
tional growth policies? Mr. Chairman, I have 
already stated that any policy which pro
vides for the economic growth of our entire 
Nation without accomplishing this at the 
expense of any part of our Nation is such a 
policy. A few specific examples come to mind: 

Strict enforcement of our civil rights stat
utes provides for the expansion of minority 
involvement in the Nation's economy and 
does not require any lessened majority in
volvement. 

Assistance by the government of already 
existing regional industries, such as the auto 
industry, and the employment and business 
spino.l s derived from such assistance, pro
vide for the economic growth of our Nation 
when such assistance does not mandate or 
otherwise make more likely the shift of an 
industry from one· region to another. 

Vigorous and fair enforcement by govern
ments of both express and implied contracts 
lawfully entered into by various parties pro
vides for the mutual, cooperative economic 
growt-h of our Nation's consumers and pro
ducers without resort to the perversely com
petitive "either-or" atmosphere which now 
characterizes public and legal discussion on 
this subject. 

Government loans for new businesses pro
vide for the econoinic growth of our Nation 
when, combined with comparable private sec
tor activity, all areas of the country are 
recipients of loans for new commercial 
development. 
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Expanded urban homesteading, shopstead
lng, and lotsteading programs provide hous
ing, jobs, and site preparation !or further 
developmental activities in places where these 
now do not exist without depleting scarce 
resources !rom other areas which may also 
require additional housing, jobs, and site 
preparation. 

Finally, a National Development Bank 
would go far toward providing credit to those 
living or working in areas which !or the most 
part are not in competition with the recipi
ents of credit from more traditional sources. 

It seems to me, therefore, that above all 
the Federal government primarily must not 
view cities as places where the rich or poor 
or middle-class live-specially developing 
whichever progra.m it !eels best suits the 
needs of a particular group, important as 
these programs often are-but rather as 
places which require exactly the same levels 
of opportunity as are found everywhere else. 
To the extent that there are discrepancies in 
the opportunities which exist within cities
as in my city--or among cities, suburbs, and 
rural areas, to that extent our Nation as a 
whole is impoverished. When people migrate 
from one place to another solely because they 
face no opportunity for advancement of any 
sort where they are, our Nation as a whole 
is impoverished by the lack of choices of
fered its citizens. But, to the extent that 
people migrate from one place to another not 
because they face no opportunities where 
they are but because they prefer instead the 
different opportunities found elsewhere, our 
Nation as a whole is enriched by its diversity 
of choice. 

In other words, stated at its most basic, 
just as the great principle of urban develop
ment is opportunity development, so too· is 
the great principle of opportunity develop
ment private sector development. For it is 
only in the private sector that any lasting 
sense of accomplishment and belonging w111 
occur, and it is only in the private sector that 
assets may be accumulated and a Nation·s· 
wealth created. Thus, although the mainte
nance of a vigorous, productive private econ
omy is critically necessary for all Americans 
if our cities are to thrive, in one respect it 
is even more necessary for the rural and 
central city poor. For a productive private 
sector represents the only institut ion in so
ciety capable of permitting the poor to escape 
their poverty; a weak prl vate sector simply 
does not offer them that opportunity. 

It is for this reason that I place no stock in 
the "llmits to growth" psychology which has 
attracted so many pollcymakers. Although I 
will readily admit that we may at some point 
run out of certain natural resources, I re
fuse to concede for one moment that this 
fact inexorably implles that we are running 
out of the human resources to find substitute 
goods and thereby to enrich our lives. To so 
imply would be tantamount to accepting 
that the poor must remain poor forever be
cause they were left out of the economic sys
tem when our growth allegedly began to be 
limited, and this is something I wlll never do. 

If there are no llmits to our Nation's 
growth, and l! the private sector alone wlll 
provide the opport\,nitles !or all citl.,.ens to 
better their-and our-lives by oarticipating 
in this boundless growth. how then do we 
more precisely orient our Nation's policies to 
providing opportunities for the poor to par
ticipate in that system and through their 
participation to develop the areas in which 
they live? 

I think the answer may be found by con
sidering for a mom-ent that opportunity is a 
dual concept: it evists for people and it 
occurs in places. When the movies of the 
1940's depicted the sim!"lle country boy leav
ing home to matre it in the big city, or when 
the movies of the 1970's depleted the cynical 
urban gentleman leavin~ home to find life's 
meaning on a farm, the same basic fact 
underlay both stories: an opportunity at-

tracted a person, and the land upon which 
the opportunity presented itself benefitted 
from the person's presence. Thus, growth 
requires people to confront real opportuni
ties and those opportunities to be acted upon 
require a setting. 

This is the second reason for my identifica
tion of opportunity development with urban 
development. (The first reason, you will re
call, is that in all lands thoughout the his
tory o! the world people hav-e migrated from 
areas of less opportunity to areas of greater 
opportunity.) As opportunities in the cities 
develop, the land within their borders will 
develop as well. 

Thus, the key to urban development is 
opportunity development, specifically the de
velopment of opportunities within the pri
vate sector. 

To that end, I have introduced a blll which 
I would like to discuss briefly with you. That 
bill, the "urban jobs and ent erprise zone act 
of 1980" (H.R . 7563) was draft-ed jointly by 
me and a man who in working closely to
gether with me has very quickly become a 
good friend, our colleague Jack Kemp of 
New York. I should point out that our mu
tual draft is a revision of an earlier bill 
drafted by Jack himself. 

I suppose that it is unnecessary to remind 
you that Jack and I disagree on numerous 
issues. What we agree wholeheartedly upon, 
however, is that the key to areawide redevel
opment is opportunity development--or, 
more precisely, the re-establishment of oppor
tunity producing incentives in areas where 
they no longer exist but once did-and that 
it is proper for government to provide in
centives to attract businesses to areas which 
face severe depression, unemployment, and 
poverty. 

For that purpose, in a bipartisan effort 
that has rapidly attracted many cosponsors 
from both parties and been greeted warmly 
in the Nation's press, Jack and I have drafted 
a bill which, in its essence, would permit the 
most decayed, poorest, and most underem
ployed areas of the country to lower a host 
of personal and business tax rates applicable 
within them in order to restore incentives 
for economic activity. These incentives, suf
fice it to say, now do not exist in these areas 
for the most part. 

Specifically, the Kemp-Garcia blll would: 
Allow city and other local governments, 

including those in the most severely de
pressed rural and urban areas, to establish 
enterprise zones with Federal approval. 

Require any eligible businesses within the 
zones which take advantage of the tax re
duct ions to hire at least fifty percent of their 
workers from within the zones. 

Reduce social security payroll taxes on 
zone employers and employees to encourage 
hiring of youths and others in hard-core un
employed areas, while providing simultane
ously that any temporary shortfalls to the 
social security trust fund be made up 
through general revenues. 

Reduce capital gains taxes and provide 
faster depreciation of business assets in order 
to encourage investment in job-creating 
businesses within the zones. 

Permit the use of cash rather than accrual 
accounting methods by small firms and an 
extension of the loss carryforward !rom 
seven to ten years. 

And allow the establishment of duty-free 
foreign trade zones for the fabrication of 
imported and exported products. 

Safety and health standards would be 
maintained, of course, as would all existing 
social programs and regulations. The hope of 
this legislation, however, is that as the de
pressed areas encounter enhanced economic 
opportunities the residents of those areas 
w1ll be able to get off the welfare rolls and 
onto the payrolls. 

Our blll is still undergoing changes as it 
becomes circulated more widely to groups 

and individuals around the country and 
benefits from additional improvements. At 
some point, I would enjoy appearing before 
the House Ways and Means Committee with 
Jack to present a more systematic exposition 
of our bill. We intend also to hold hearings 
on our draft law throughout the Nation, 
thereby giving the people a chance to discuss 
its merits. 

Nevertheless, whatever technical changes 
may take place in the future, I believe 
strongly right now that this targeted tax cut 
approach, when combined with the nondis
criminatory National growth policies I dis
cussed earlier, should form and will form the 
basis for a new, more cogent Federal role in 
the redevelopment of our Nation's urban 
areas. Only through the provision of eco
nomic incentives in a.reas where none pres
ently exist will these areas be transformed 
f rom consumers of government services to 
producers of wages and taxes. 

Secretary of State Muskle once stated 
when he was a Senator that, "The problem 
of the cities is perhaps the most critical 
domestic issue with which this country has 
been confronted since the Civil War, if not 
since the founding of the Republic." 

I would agree with that assessment, Mr. 
Chairman, but I would add to it " ... and 
its solution requires the exact same expan
sion of economic and personal opportunity 
which led to the founding of the Republic 
and its explosion into greatness."e 

e Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New York 
<Mr. KEMP) for brining this special order 
to the House floor. Revitalization of the 
inner cities is one of the most serious 
problems we as Members of Congress 
must face today. The congressional di
rection we take in this regard is ex
tremely vital and I believe that Con
gressman KEMP and Congressman GARCIA 
have effectively begun to address this 
serious problem by introducing the 
Urban Jobs and Enterprise Zone Act. 

Since the creation of this great repub
lic we have only seen real economic 
growth eminate from our innovative 
business enterprises and small business
men in the private sector. It is these 
entrepreneurs who we must turn to t o 
rebuild our inner cities and provide the 
permanent jobs our inner city poor so 
desperately need. The Urban Jobs and 
Enterprise Zone Act will provide the in
centive necessary to attract these small 
businessmen back into our blighted 
urban areas. 

Mr. Speaker, as a cosponsor of this 
bill, I feel that participation from all 
segments of our country in its discussion 
is vital if we are going to adopt the much 
needed policies that the Kemp-Garcia 
Urban Jobs and Enterprise Zone Act en
compasses. For such reasons, I will close 
my statement with a copy of a letter 
from the Honorable "Dutch" Morial, 
mayor of the city of New Orelans. The 
mayor's support, in concept, of the bill 
is important for the Members of this 
body to note: 

CrrY OF NEW ORLEANS, 
August 21 , 1980. 

Hon. JACK KEMP, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
washington, D .C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN KEMP : I want to com
mend you and Senator John Chafee for in
troducing the Urb~n Jobs and Enterprise 
Zone Act of 1980, S. 2823 /H .R. 7563 . I would 
also like to thank you for requesting com
ments from the City of New Orleans on the 
proposed Act. I and my Omce of Economic 



29034 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOTJSE October 2, 1980 
Development staff have read the provisions 
of the Act and are enthusiastic about its 
potential. In general, I view the Act as a 
major initiative to revitalize distressed 
urban areas by providing much needed in
vestment incentive for the private sector, 
without the need to earmark additional fed
eral program monies for a particular area or 
site. 

While the City of New Orleans is in full 
agreement with the conceptual design of the 
Urban Jobs and Enterprise Zone Act of 1980, 
there are a few specifics that I feel deserve 
clarification and redefinition. 

First, New Orleans, unlike most major 
cities, is characterized by a mixture of nu
merous, relatively small, low, middle and 
upper income neighborhoods, whose overall 
statistics tend to mask unemployment and 
poverty rates in depressed areas. Hence, it 
may be difficult in cities like New Orleans 
to define a unique or single enterprise zone 
made up of contiguous neighborhoods that 
would meet the stringent unemployment 
and poverty requirements the Act proposes 
as outlined below: 

Unemployment and Poverty Require
ments: 

a . The average unemployment for the past 
24 months must be at least twice the na
tional average and 30 percent or more of the 
families living in a zone must be at or below 
85 percent of the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
lower living standard; or 

b. The average unemployment rate for the 
past 24 months must art; least be three times 
the national avera~e; or 

c. Fifty percent of the families within the 
zone are at or below 85 percerut of the Bureau 
of Labor statistics lower living slta.nda.rds. 

Second, although New Orleans is one of 
America's oldest centers of ccmcentrated eco
nomic activity, historic economic a.nd geo
graphic fa.otors have not perm!tted the 
establl.shmerut of many large a.reas of the 
city that are seriously underutilized. In New 
Orleans, the potential for creating new job 
opportunities for low and moderate income 
residents lies in our eastern secltor, or our so
called Almcmaster-Michoud Industrial Dis
trict. 

As assurance that these conditions would 
not preclude New Orleans from addressing its 
serious unemployment and subemploymerut 
problems, we would encourage you and Con
gressman Kemp to adopt Enterprise Zone re
quirements which would be designed to 
provide for la.rger zones or multiple zones, 
perhaps to the extent that in some cases, 
whole cities would be utilized as Urban Jobs 
and Enterprise Zone. Permitting entire 
cities to be classified as Enterprise Zones 
may prove to be mOISt appropriate in light 
of the general lack o! availa.ble unemploy
ment and income statistics at levels lower 
than citywide. 

The Urban Jobs 81D.d Enterprise Zone Acrt; 
suggests that local property taxes wi·thin a 
zone would be reduced by 5_percent per year 
!or 4 consecutive years. In New Orleans, a.s 
will occur in other cities where property taxes 
are already low, reduced property taxation 
would not constitute a truly effective incen
tive for business expansion. At the same 
time, the cumulative effect of decreased tax 
revenues on the fiscal health of ou~ city 
would be very serious and we would need 
compensation for the decrease. 

Fourth, many of the tax incentives of
fered to individuals and businesses in the 
zone require that both employer and em
ployee be located in a zone. If the zone 
designation requirements a.s out lined in -the 
Act are adhered to, it is very possible that 
emplovment growth locat ions and needy resi
dents may not be includable in a single zcme. 
Many firms and industries may be encour
aged to employ groups of needy residelllts that 

live in near, but not necessarily adjacent 
neighborhoods. We therefore suggest that 
the Enterprise Zone eligibil1ty requirements 
be m:x:lified to guarantee that both low and 
moderate income neighborhoods and prob
a.ble job creation areas both be included in 
zone boundaries or that the tax incentives 
in the Act be made available to priva.te firms 
which already employ or commit to em,ploy 
residents of the targeted or zone populations. 

In closing, I want to repeat my general 
support of the Urban Jobs and Enterprise 
Zone Act of 1980 and my belief that the Act 
can serve as a powerful tool to stimulate new 
private investments and jobs keyed to the 
residents of disadvantaged neighborhoods. 
I would only add the significant factor that 
·the Ac·t could and perhaps should be expand
ed to include recognition of the serious need 
to provide significant additional incentives 
for private sector based skills training pro
grams, without which there is not really 
much likelihood that either the .tax or the 
-investment incentives cited in the Act alone 
wlll assure the desired outcome. 

Please feel free to contact me at your con
venience if I can be of any further assistance. 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment 
on your very worthwhile proposal and for 
your consideration of my comments. 

Sincerely, 
ERNEST N. MORIAL, 

Mayor.e 

e Mr. STOCKMAN. Mr. Speaker, the ar
ticles that follow discuss an exciting new 
idea that would go far toward revitalizing 
urban America. The legislation proposed 
by the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
KEMP), offers massive tax breaks to pri
vate industry and individuals that will 
locate and work in the depressed sections 
of our cities. 

The Urban Jobs and Enterprise Zone 
Act, H.R. 7563, is designed to eliminate 
city poverty through the promotion of 
private enterprise rather than public 
handouts. The bill points the way to 
genuine urban renewal-renewal based 
not on the empty promises of a new Fed
eral urban aid program, but on the solid 
growth that private incentive and invest
ment will bring. 

[From the Detroit News, July 8, 1980] 
ISSUE: THE SUFFERING CITIES 

Since the beginning of what has been 
called America's "urban crisis," the Demo
cratic Party has been the cities' chief advo
cate in the political arena. 

Many of the programs aimed at making 
decaying cities livable and prosperous-
principally public-employment programs, 
housing assistance, and income transfers-
have come from Democratic presidents or a 
Democrat-controlled Congress. 

Unfortunately, as we in Detroit know too 
well , few of these programs could be termed 
successful in any comprehensive sense. Dete
riorating cities are, by and large, still 
deteriorating. 

This isn't to say the programs have had 
no effect. In the area of income transfers, 
they have made life easier for a broad con
stituency of poor people. Housing programs 
have provided shelter to a vast group of city 
dwellers. And public-employment programs 
have put large numbers on government 
payrolls. 

The economic cost of these measures has, 
of course, been enormous. And critics, pri
marily conservatives, have usually targeted 
these costs when attacking the Democratic 
agenda. 

But what of the social costs? 
Has massive income redistribution brought 

the poor into the ma.lnstream of American 

society? Or has it created a permanent un
dercla.ss, dependent on an entrenched federal 
Establishment that needs the poor as clients 
to justify its very existence? Has it broad
ened opportunit:es or guaranteed an ever
shrinking economic pie, to be doled out in 
smaller and sm.aller slices? 

Have the housing programs strengthened 
neighborhoods and encouraged pride in home 
ownership? Or have they encouraged blight 
and locked poor families into grotesquely de
signed and crime-infested " projects" ? 

Have the public-employment programs, 
like the Comprehensive Employment Train
ing Act (CETA), prepared people for produc
tive jobs in the private sector? Or are they 
another means of expanding the public sec
tor at the expense of the market economy? 

The answero to these que.stions aren·t sim
ple. But the most generous thing that can 
be said about most of the social programs 
undertaken in recent years is that they 
haven't met their short-range goals. 

Until now, though , they've been virtually 
the only game in town. 

If the GOP is serious about leading the 
country in the 1980's, it is going to have to 
change this by developing a comprehensive 
strategy for reviving the central cities. 

The centerpiece of any effective urban 
strategy should be massive federal tax breaks 
to private businesses. which locate or expand 
in target ed poverty areas. Such a program 
has been proposed in Congress by Rep. Jack 
Kemp, R-N.Y. It would requir~ no new bu
reaucracy and no army of social workers; so 
it's unlikely to find support among public
employe groups. But it might just work, 
since federal tax policies have a decisive 
impact on almost all business decisions made 
today. 

Too, it might be wise to return more tax 
money, and authority for allocating it, to 
local officials. Washington now takes money 
from the cities in the form of taxes, and re
turns it in fragmented programs with end
less strings attached. Flat grants, unencum
bered by federal regulations and priorities, 
would give local officials the flexibility to 
spend money where it's needed mos.t. 

The GOP should also look at the current 
British campaign to sell public housing to 
its tenants and at a long-standing proposal 
to reduce the minimum wage for summer 
jobs performed by teen-agers. 

A national commission of private business
men, union officials, academics, local politi
cians, and ordinary citizens should be asked 
to develop recommendations for coordinat
ing public and private efforts to rebuild the 
central cities. 

Finally, the Republican platform should 
include a strong commitment to an urban 
reconstruction program, based on federal in
centives for private enterprise and increased 
local control of spending. 

This may not be high on t he agenda of 
some of the party faithful. Yet, it is ab
solutely essential, not only to winning elec
tions, but to effectively governing a diverse 
country-a country in which the old cities 
have become repositories of the wretched 
poor. 

[From the Detroit Free Press, July 31, 1D80] 
GREENLINING: RE?RESENTATIVE KEMP'S PLAN 

CoULD BoosT URBAN JoBs WITH L:rrrLE 
RISK 
Rep. Jack Kemp, has hit upon something 

most intriguing with his "urban greenlin
ing" approach to urban revitalization. And 
unlike h is more famous proposal to cut the 
federal budget by 30 percent, adopting his 
urban development plan \.OUld be virtually 
painless. 

The plan, embodied in a bill sponsored 
by Mr. Kemp, alms at encouraging economic 
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development and job creation in inner city 
communities by setting up "enterprise jobs 
zones." Within these zones, identified by the 
localities and approved by the federal gov
ernment, entrepreneurs would be offered a 
wide range of tax incentives. 

Social Security taxes would be reduced for 
both employers and employes. The capital 
gains tax on investments would be reduced. 
Business tax rates would be lowered. And 
businesses would be allowed to use more 
profitable accounting practices. The result 
presumably would be more entrepreneurial 
activity and, hence, more jobs. 

Even if the plan doesn't work, argues Mr. 
Kemp, the loss to the federal budget would 
be minimal since the unemployed minority 
teenager "is producing no taxable income 
for the government to lose." Mr. Kemp esti
mates the total cost to the treasury might 
amount to $1.4 billion. On the other hand, 
if the plan does work, some of the federal 
dollars now going for welfare could be re
leased for other purposes. 

At this time no one can really say what the 
net result of Mr. Kemp's plan would be. 
What is clear, however, is that the so!utions 
America has so far come up with have left 
millions of citizens unemployed and in pov
erty. Clearly, something more is required. 
And Mr. Kemp seems to be headed in a prom
ising direction.e 

• Mr. NOWAK. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to join in support of my colleagues' 
concept of targeting tax incentives to 
create jobs and investment in economic
ally distressed areas. 

I am inserting in the RECORD a resolu
tion on this subject adopted September 4, 
1980, by the Erie County, N.Y., Legisla
ture. 

RESOLUTION 

Whereas, H.R. 7240, the "Urban Jobs and 
Enterprise Zone Act," is pending in Congress 
with bipartisan sponsorship and is designed 
to stimulate employment and investment in 
declining urban areas by creating special 
urban jobs and enterprise zones in which 
unique tax breaks and incentives would ap
ply to both businesses and workers, and 

Whereas, To encourage job creation in the 
inner city, particularly for youth, the b111 
would reduce Social Security payroll taxes 
on employers and employees by 90 % for 
workers under 21, and 50 % for workers 21 
and older, and 

Whereas, To encourage business expansion 
and to retain existing enterprises, the bill 
would reduce business tax rates 15 % across 
the board for any business located in and 
employing at least half of its employees in 
one or more zones, and 

Whereas, To increase small business incen
tives-and small businesses create almost all 
the new jobs in the inner city-the b1ll would 
allow three-year straight-line depreciation 
for the first $"00,000 of assets purchased each 
year, would allow the use of cash or accrual 
accounting for firms wit h gross sales below 
$1.5 milllon, and would extend the loss carry
forward to ten years, and 

Whereas, Basically, H.R. 7240 would allow 
local governments to establish "Private Jobs 
and Enterprise Zones" in areas with high 
levels of poverty and unemployment, and 

Whereas, Designation of such areas would 
be based on criteria similar to that required 
for U.S. Economic Development Adrnlnistra
tion programs, and 

Whereas, Congressional enactment of this 
proposal would help solve the high and 
tragic level of unemployment and expand the 
tax base in Buffalo, New York State, the 
Northeast and other pockets of economic 
despatr, 

Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved, That the Erie County Legisla

ture hereby goes on record in support of 
H.R. 7240, the "Urban Jobs and Enterprise 
Zone Act," and requests Congress and the 
President to enact it, and be it further 

Resolved, That certified copies of this 
resolution be sent to United States Senators 
from New York, Congressional representa
tives from Erie County and the President. 

• Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, accord
ing to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
the youth unemployment rate for August 
was 19.1 percent. This is tragic. 

Youth unemployment among minori
ties, age 16 to 19, was at 37.4 percent. 
This means that an overwhelming num
ber of minority youths looking for 
employment in August just could not 
find anything. 

For many years our Government has 
attacked this problem of minority youth 
unemployment with a short-term solu
tion-Govemment-sponsored job train
ing programs. These job training pro
grams have done very little to curb the 
rising rate of youth unemployment. 
What we need is a long-term answer to 
our youth unemployment problem and 
I believe the Kemp-Garcia Urban Jobs 
and Enterprise Zone bill will provide 
part of the solution. 

According to an editorial in the Rich
mond Times-Dispatch, there are a grow
ing number of leaders from predomi
nantly black and Hispanic communities 
that feel the urban jobs and enterprise 
zone bill may help youths find jobs. In 
addition to creating job opportunities 
for minority youths, the bill would also 
allow many black families and would-be 
businessmen the opportunity to estab
lish their own business. 

I thought my colleagues would be in
terested in reading the remarks made 
in the editorial concerning the impact 
of the urban jobs and enterprise zone 
bill in inner-city minority communities. 
The text of the editorial follows: 

THE URBAN FRONTIER 

Hardcore unemployment and economic 
depression plague inner cities in spite of 
many years of expensive government pro
grams designed to renew blighted neighbor
hoods. W1lliam Douthit, president of the 
Urban League of Metropolitan St. Louis, says 
that during the past two deoades his office 
has been visited by thousands upon thou
sands of youngsters, unemployed and unem
ployable even though many of them had 
parti-cipated in government job training and 
publi:: service employment programs. 

Government-sponsored job training pro
grams, declares Mr. Douthit, "are rigid and 
specific and must proceed as directed in the 
State, Federal or local grants that pay for 
them .... They often produce more auto 
mechanics, spot welders or key punch opera
tors than the community can absorb." Pub
lic service employment programs "that teach 
painting stripes down the middle of streets 
or park maintenance," says the Urban 
League leader, "are dead-end programs that 
prepare the clients they are designed to help 
for no future except enrollment in the next 
year's public service employment program:· 

Mr. Douthit is one of a growing number 
of leaders from the nation's predominantly 
black and Puerto Ric3.n inner-city constitu
encies who are expressing enthusiasm for 

the idea of urban "enterprise zones," sorely 
blighted areas wherein tax and regulatory 
burdens would be eased substantially as an 
incentive to new, private business activity. 
Speaking at a recent seminar conducted by 
Washington's Heritage Foundation, Mr. 
Douthit was echoed oy black businessman 
J. A. Parker, who argued that "instead of 
fighting the Webers and the Bakkes" for 
job and training opportunities, blacks 
should be encouraging economic freedom 
and growth in order to develop greater op
portunities for all Americans to share. Mr. 
Parker noted that middle-income blacks 
who in greater numbers than e . er befor~ 
have accrued personal savings that would 
enable them to establish their own small 
businesses, are discouraged from entrepre
neurship at least as much as middle-income 
white because of government red tape and 
exce.;:sive taxation. 

The idea of enterprise zones was originated 
by a maverick British Laborite and embraced 
by the conservative government of Margaret 
Thatcher, which soon is expected to create 
se ;ren such districts wherein tax rates and 
regulatory delays and paperwork will be sub
stantially reduced. The plan enjoys support 
from both socialists and freemarket advo
cates. The 1980 Republican platform en
dorses the idea •. and Ronald Reagan has pro
moted it, notably in his speech before the 
National Urban League convention and in 
his recent televised debate with John 
Anderson. 

In Congress, two New Yorkers are the most 
avid advocates of the plan. Rep. Robert 
Garcia, a liberal Democrat who represents the 
desolate South Bronx, and Rep. Jack Kemp, 
the unconventional Republican conservative 
who serves a blue-collar constituency in 
Buffalo, have introduced legislation to au
thorize the establishment of enterprise zones 
where federal tax rates on personal and busi
ness income and capital gains would be 
slashed drastically provided that local and 
state governments agreed to cut their income 
and property taxes in the same areas. To 
qualify as enterprise zones, areas of one to 
two ·square miles would have to suffer from 
unemployment and poverty rates two to 
three times as severe as the national average. 
Rep. Kemp proudly distinguishes his plan 
from tax abatement, remarking that a busi
ness taxed at a low rate is better for the 
Treasury than an enterprise that was never 
begun because of high tax rates. Reps. Kemp 
and Garcia recently were joined in spon
sorship of their bill by Rep . William Gray 
of Philadelphia, a Democrat and a member 
of the Congre, sional Black Caucus. 

The Urban League's Mr. Douthit has given 
the idea of enterprise zones perhaps its most 
forceful endorsement. He says: "It is too good 
an idea to discard because the unions won't 
like it. bus!nesses unwilling to relocate will 
screall' 'unfair,' kneejerk liberals will scream 
'exploitation' or partisan politics will cause 
it to be forgotten by Congress. It appears to 
me, out of many years of experience, as the 
best chance we have to preserve our great 
cities and make them livable in the future." 

We, too, are eager to see this plan for 
entrepreneurial incentive given a test 1n 
America's eWes. The idea quite evidently is 
so powerful that the mere discu-l'sion of it 
already has begun to knock down some of 
the old barriers of prejudice and ideology .• 

U.S. SVORTAGE OF STRATEGIC 
METALS AND MINERALS AND THE 
NEED FOR. USE OF THE BARTER 
PROVISION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from Ohio (Mr. MILLER ~ is recog
nized for 30 minutes. 
• Mr. MilLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
On April 5 of last year I offered an 
amendment to H.R. 3324, the Interna
tional Development Act of 1979, to re
quire the President to report annually 
to Congress the steps he has taken to 
implement section 663 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. Section 663 pro
vides for the bartering of fore ign aid for 
strategic and critical raw materials. 

The joint conferees to that bill, how
ever, recommended that any barter ar
rangement be reported in the annual 
foreign assistance report, required by 
section 634 of the act, if the provision 
(section 633) is ever used. 
It is with growing concern that I must 

say that the President has yet to use his 
barter authority. The President bas not 
yet reported making any effort to con
sider benefits from its implementat ion. 
As we become increasingly dependent 
on foreign suppliers of critical metals 
and minerals, it is alarming that the 
President would continue to refuse to 
shore up this country's strategic mineral8 
supply by utilizing this provision which 
I authored and which the House agreed 
to in 1974 by an overwhelming recorded 
vote of 244 to 136. 

The use of barter by the United States 
to acquire strategic materials is not a 
new concept by any means. During the 
late 1950's, for instance, barter was used 
to reduce surplus U.S. agricultural com
mcdities and to build up U.S. strategic 
sto~kpiles. 

Never before has the need for strategic 
stockpiling been more evident than it is 
today. The GAO has reported that un
der current programs it will take 15 to 20 
years to build up our badly deficient 
strategic stockpiles. But with so many 
regions of the world in turmoil, we are 
being unrealistic, and forgetting recent 
history, if we expect to avoid all market 
disruptions for 15 to 20 years. Failure to 
take immediate steps to fill our stock
pile is evidence of sheer complacency. 

We cannot afford to be complacent. 
While we are becoming increasingly de
pendent on foreign supplies, the U.S.S.R. 
is rapidly achieving total self -sufficiency, 
and is already a net exporter of most 
strategic materials. The U.S.S.R. is self
sufficient in 21 of 27 strategic materials. 
The United States, however, is self-suffi
cient in only 5 of the 27 materials. The 
following table from the U.S. Bureau of 
Mines shows the percentage of suffici
ency by the U.S.S.R. and the United 
States in 27 critical commodities: 

COMMODITY SUFFICIENCY, 1975 

(In percent) 

Commodity 

Aluminum __________________ __ ______ _ 
Antimony ______ __________________ ___ _ 
Asbestos ____ ___ _____________________ _ 
Barite __________ -------- __ -- _- - _-----
Bauxite ___ __________ ____ _______ _____ _ 
Chromite ______ __ ___ -------- ________ _ 
Coal-Anthraci te ____ ____ __ _________ _ _ 
Coal-B ituminous ____ ___ ____ _________ _ 
Cobalt_ _______ __ ______ __ - ---_--------

~~~~r~~f~~~~~~~== = = = = = = = = = = = === = = = = = = = 
Gold _______________________ ________ _ 

Iron ore _- - --------------------------lead, refined __ __________________ -- __ _ 

~i~~~~i~s;ie~=== == ==== = = == == = === ==== = Petroleum, crude . ___________________ _ 
Pl.osphate . _____________ -- ______ - -- - _ 
Flatinum group metals ___ ____ _____ ___ _ 
Potash ___________ -- ____ ---- __ -----_-
Steel, crude _________________________ _ 
Sulfu r ______________________________ _ 
Tin in ore ___ ________________________ _ 
Titanium ___________________________ _ 
Tungsten . _____ _______ __ ____ ________ _ 
Zinc ______ __________________________ _ 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Mines. 

U.S.S.R. 

140 
90 

150 
50 
60 

230 
110 
100 
100 
130 

50 
100 
240 
120 
110 
120 
100 
120 
130 
140 
150 
100 
100 
80 

100 
70 

110 

United 
States 

102 
51 
18 
68 
9 
9 

110 
115 

2 
102 

15 
90 
48 
70 
89 
2 

28 
65 

105 
17 
49 
91 
95 
16 
75 
45 
39 

In the August 1980 issue of the U.S. 
Department of the Interior Bureau of 
Mines' "Minerals and Material a Month
ly Survey," the following startling table 
is presented: 

U.S./U.S.S.R. NET IMPORT RELIANCE OF SELECTED MINERALS AND METALS AS A PERCENT OF CONSUMPTION IN 1979 (U.S.S.R. IN 1978) 

Minerals and metals 

u.s. 
percent 
reliance U.S. ma jor foreign sources (1975- 78) 1 

U.S.S.R. 
percent 
reliance Minerals and metals 

u.s. 
percent 
reliance U.S. major foreign sources (1975-78) 1 

U.S.S.R. 
percent 
rel iance 

Columbium . ____________ _ 
Mica (sheet) ____________ _ 

100 
100 
100 
100 
98 

Brazil (67), Canada (9), Thailand _________ _ 0 
10 
0 

2 20 
0 
0 

Titanium (ilmenite) __ ____ _ 
Silver ___ ___ _____ ___ ____ _ 

Strontium ______________ _ 
India (80), Brazil (8), Madagascar (3) _____ _ 

Titanium (rutile) ________ _ 
Mexico (96). Spain (4) __________________ _ Antimony _________ __ __ __ _ 

Barium ______ ----- - -- - __ _ 
Manganese _____________ _ 

Australia (88), Japan (5), India (4) ______ __ 
Gabon (23), South Africa (20) __ __________ _ Selenium _____________ __ _ 

Tantalum _______________ _ 
Bauxite and alumina _____ _ 

96 
93 
90 
90 
89 
85 
81 
77 
66 
66 
62 
62 
59 
56 

Tha iland (31), Canada (15). Malaysia ___ _ __ 
Jamaica (33), Australia (27). Guinea ______ _ 

Gypsum _______________ _ _ 
Iron ore and iron and Chromium ______________ _ 

Cobalt_ _____________ ___ _ 
South Africa (44), U.S.S.R. (12) ____ ______ _ 
Zaire (41), Zambia (10), Canada (5) _______ _ 

52 
244 
245 
2 32 

steel scrap. 
Vanadium _-- ------------

Platinum-group metals ___ _ 
Asbestos _______________ _ 

South Africa (50), U.S.S.R. (22) __________ _ 
Canada (96), South Africa (3) _____ __ _____ _ 

Copper__ _______________ _ 

Tin ____________________ _ 
Nickel_ ________________ _ 

Malaysia (55), Thailand (16) _______ __ ____ _ 
50 
21 
29 

Iron and steel products ___ _ 
Sulfur_ ___ ______________ _ 

Cement_ __ --------------Cadmium ___ _________ ___ _ 
Canada (54), New Caledonia (8) __ ________ _ 
Canada (22), Mexico (13) __ __ ______ __ ____ _ Salt_ ____ __ _________ ____ _ 

Potas ium _______________ • 
Mercury __ ______ ____ __ .-. 

Canada (94), Israel (3) ___ _________ __ ___ __ 
229 
26 

2 42 
0 
0 

2}45 

Aluminum ____ ____ __ ____ _ 
lead ________ ___________ _ 

Zinc ._------------------
Algeria (23), Yugoslavia (9) ___________ ___ _ 

Pumice and volcanic Tungsten _______________ _ 
Canada (48), Honduras (3) ___________ ___ __ 

cinder. Gold ________________ __ _ _ Canada (23), Bolivia (15), South Korea (9) __ 
Canada ( 43), Switzerland (20) _____ ______ __ 

1 Percentage supplied by country in parentheses ( ). 

Subsection 6<c> (1 ) of the Strategic 
and Critical Materials Stockpiling Act 
of 1979 <Public Law 96-41) states: 

The President shall encourage the use of 
barter in the acquisition of strategic and 
critical materials for, and the disposal of 
materials from the stockpile when acquisi
tion or disposal by barter is authorized by 
law and is practical and in the best interest 
of the United States. 

This language gives the President 
sufficient latitude and discretion to 
work out the right kind of barter ar
rangements. Unfortunately, the Presi
dent has altogether avoided using bar
ter for obtaining strategic materials. 
There is nothing complicated about how 
barter works. It was mankind's first 
form of value exchange. It can and will 
work in today's world if given the op
portunity. 

Here is one example : 
A developing country might have a 

very real need for foreign exchange and 

2 Exports. 

at the same time have a surplus of a 
given mineral or of oil which it would 
like to contribute to the United States 
at the going prices rather than risk a 
drop in demand for the surplus product 
and, subsequently, a drop in prices. For 
example, such an arrangement might 
be possible in the case of Zaire-one of 
the United States two main sources of 
cobalt. Zaire is an unstable country, 
which owes billions of dollars pri
marily to Western banks. It very much 
needs debt relief as well as additional 
foreign exchange. Zaire also had a 
substantial excess of cobalt inventories. 
If Zaire's cobalt could be moved through 
barter arrangements rather than 
through regular market channels, it 
might prove to be of assistance to all 
concerned, assuming that the U.S. Gov
ernment would not otherwise purchase 
Zairian cobalt for the stockpile. It 
would prevent cobalt prices from falling 
due to oversupply, free up Zairian for-

46 
45 
43 
40 
40 
33 
28 

25 
13 
11 
11 
10 
9 
8 
8 
4 

Australia (55), Canada (42) _________ __ ___ _ 
Canada (37), Mexico (24), Peru (15) __ ____ _ 
South Africa (34), Bolivia (11) ____________ _ 
Peru (30), Mexico (12), Morocco (9) ____ __ _ 
Canada (46), Japan (21), Mexico (6) __ ____ _ 
Canada (74), Mexico (20), Jamaica (4) ___ __ 
Canada (54), Venezuela (21), BraziL ____ _ _ 

South Africa (57), Chile (25) _____________ _ 
Canada (25), Chile (24), Zambia (15) ____ _ __ 
Japan (43), Europe (37), Canada (10) ____ __ 
Canada (55), Mexico (45) ____ __ ___ _____ __ _ 
Canada (50), Mexico (10) ________________ _ 
Canada (34), Mexico (26) ___ _____________ _ 
Canada (60) .. _______________ ___ ___ ____ _ 
Canada (28), Peru (17), Honduras _____ ___ _ 
Greece (82), Italy (18) ___ _______________ _ 

12 
19 

2 }0 
51 
29 

0 
2 20 

2 31 
23 
22 

2 17 
2 44 

0 
22 
23 

0 

eign exchange for buying abroad and 
paying off debts, and help the U.S. 
strategic posture. 

Bartering with Zaire would also help 
us to erase our 1977 stockpile deficit of 
44,523,074 pounds of contained cobalt
a metal used in the manufacture of jet 
engines, paint, magnets, and steel. 

Barter arrangements could also be 
considered on a regular basis when the 
annual allocation of foreign assistance 
among countries is being determined. 
Rather than automatically providing 
financial assistance or goods and serv
ices, the natural resources <oil, minerals, 
and so forth> of each country could be 
evaluated <though it must be noted that 
not all countries receiving foreign as
sistance are endowed with natural re
sources> ,· and a determination made as 
to what, if any, part of these resources 
could be exchanged for foreign assist
ance. 

Section <c> <3> of the Strategic and 
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Critical Materials Stockpiling Act of 
1979 provides that: 

To the extent otherwise authorized by 
law, property owned by the United States 
may be bartered for materials needed for 
the stockp1le. 

Thus, to the extent that a U.S. na
tional stockpile item needs to be rotated 
or disposed of, it could be decided that 
no cash would be spent until the barter 
route had been explored. For example, 
in December 1979, the President signed 
a bill authorizing him to dispose of 
excess amounts of tin and industrial 
diamond stones <the Strategic and Criti
cal Materials Transaction Authorization 
Act of 1979. Public Law 96-175 of De
cember 29, 1979). Though the law au
thorizes the disposal of certain excess 
items it does not specify how they are 
to b~ disposed of. In view of section 
(c) (3), perhaps a barter arrang.ement 
could be initiated with regard to tm and 
industrial diamonds, and these items 
offered to traders in exchange for deficit 
stockpile commodities. 

Regrettably, the country is already 
engaged in a barter arrangement of 
sorts. For by continuing to pour dollars 
into foreign aid programs while realiz
ing few if any tangible results, the 
United States is bartering away its fu
ture security. We can correct this prob
lem by requiring Third World nations 
who receive U.S. foreign aid to trade us 
strategic minerals and metals in return 
for this aid. There is no reason why 
these countries should receive a "free" 
gift from the hard pressed American 
taxpayer. It is time that we move toward 
a foreign aid program which is mutually 
beneficial-and in many cases, barter
ing can help us to make gains in our 
assistance programs by providing imme
diate relief for our international allies 
and by preserving our own future secu
rity and well-being.e 

THE CONGRESS HAS FAILED ON 
FEDERALISM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from lllinois <Mr. CoRCORAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, with 
the recess for the elections imminent, I 
am deeply disappointed and frustrated 
with the attitude that the Congress and 
its leaders have taken regarding the issue 
of general revenue sharing. This pro
gram, first enacted in 1972, expired on 
September 30 without the needed reau
thorization. The Congress, in its inac
tion, has left countless State and local 
government officials in a quandary as 
budgets for their States and communities 
are being finalized for next year. 

While I have some serious reserva
tions about H.R. 7112, State and local 
fiscal assistance amendments, on balance 
it is a good proposal which will con
tinue in most respects a thoroughly 
tested and successful program. H.R. 7112, 
which contains many aspects of the cur
rent Federal general revenue sharing 

program, reauthorizes a total amount of 
$13.5 billion for fiscal years 1981, 1982, 
and 1983 to local governments. Continu
ing the basic provisions of general 
revenue sharing for our local general 
purpose governments is something I en
thusiastically support. 

I believe that the importance of the 
revenue sharing program cannot be over
ly stressed. Since the inception of the 
program in 1972, my district has received 
nearly $80 million in revenue sharing 
moneys, which have been used for capital 
improvements and for many other useful 
public purposes. In addition, this b1ll in
cludes many needed changes with respect 
to the existing distribution formula. 
Limiting the tax effort factor of locali
ties to 250 percent of a statewide aver
age should assure that a more equitable 
distribution of funds will result. 

My reservations though, about the 
bill are significant. For the first time 
since this program was authorized 8 
years ago, States will not share in the 
bill presented to us by the Government 
Operations Committee. This is a mistake, 
and I intend to support the effort by 
our colleagues, Messrs. CONABLE and 
WYDLER, to include States in the program 
for fiscal years 1982 and 1983. More im
portantly, the Conable-Wydler amend
ment will insure that funds to the States 
would be made under an annual ap
propriations basis, rather than on an en
titlement basis. Without the adoption of 
this amendment, lllinois public schools 
will be hard-pressed to substitute funds 
from other sources, since the entire State 
share of the revenue sharing program in 
lllinois in the past has gone to the 
schools. 

Also, I will support an amendment of
fered by my colleague, Mr. WALKER, to 
remove the $1 billion countercyclical 
title of the bill. I object to the pro~osed 
inclusion of this antirecession program 
inasmuch as such a program is neither 
a part of the budget resolution, nor is 
it germane to general revenue sharing. 

Finally, I believe that this bill, like its 
predecessors, reconfirms the success of a 
program which returns moneys to the lo
cal officials who best know what to use 
them for to effectively promote capital 
improvement programs and the like in 
their communities. Until the time when 
more moneys can rema'n in the local 
areas and not travel to Washington to be 
redistributed, the revenue sharing pro
gram remains our best bet. The "no
strings-attached" approach, with little 
of the Government redtape that is con
stantly harassing our local and State 
officials, contained in this concept should 
be included in many other grant-in-aid 
programs now in existence. We should 
move promptly to institute this approach 
in these Federal programs. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 7112, and I urge the 
leadership to bring up this matter as 
.quickly as possible following the re
convening of the Congress on November 
12 .• 

GREEN DEFENDS LITHUANIAN. 
DEMONSTRATORS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York <Mr. GREEN) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, on July 18, 
1980, eighteen Americans of Lithuanian 
descent were arrested during a peaceful 
demonstration in front of the Soviet 
Embassy. They were protesting the So
viet invasion of Afghanistan and contin
ued occupation of Lithuania. These are 
patriotic, law-abiding citizens. 

They were arrested for violating a law 
which states that demonstrations cannot 
occur within 500 feet of an embassy. 
None of the eighteen visibly protested 
this action. Indeed, the arresting officers 
praised them for their cooperation. 

On October 7, these 18 Americans will 
be tried. This seems particularly in
appropriate to me. It was not long ago 
that a very violent demonstration, by 
Iranian students, was held in Washing
ton to protest U.S. policy. After looking 
at all the options, the U.S. Attorney 
General decided the best course of action 
was to drop all charges against those 
arrested in this demonstration. 

I am not ridiculing this decision. My 
point is that the eighteen freedom-loving 
Americans arrested in front of the Soviet 
Embasy deserve at least the same treat
ment. Clearly, justice would not be well 
served if the punishment of a crime were 
determined by the cause of the individ
ual arrested. I am not arguing that the 
patriotism of these Americans should 
lead to lenient treatment. I am saying 
that these people should be treated as 
the Iranians were. The charges should 
be dropped. 

It is difficult to overlook the cause 
these Americans are :fighting for. For 40 
years the Soviet Union has occupied 
Lithuania. This has brought all the 
hardship one would expect. Religious 
and political freedom are virtually non
existent. Yet, the people of Lithuania 
fight on. 

We have maintained relations with 
the true representatives of Lithuania. 
I applaud this action and will work to see 
it continued. It provides us with hope. 
Hope that one day Lithuania and all 
other captive nations will be free of So
viet dominance. 

Hope is what the demonstration on 
July 18 was all about. To treat these 
freedom :fighters in an uncharacteristic
ally harsh manner would be a travesty.e 

THE FEDERAL BUDGET 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Connecticut <Mr. McKINNEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, the un
finished agenda of this Congress contains 
its most important goals-a balanced 
Federal budget and anti-inflationary tax 
relief. The President, and the Democratic 
majority in Congress, have somehow con-
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vinced themselves <and now must rush 
home to try to convince the American 
people) that these vital national policies 
can wait another month or two, I am not 
convinced. 

The tragic illogic of their self -decep
tion lies in the obvious truth that the 
economy refuses to dance to the tune o! 
political siren songs or pious White House 
pronouncements. Instead, it continues to 
react negatively to the administration's 
tight credit program, erratic fiscal sig
nals and stagflationary monetary poli
cies. If political considerations could be 
put aside, the majority of my Democrat~c 
colleagues would have to agree that thiS 
economy demands immediate relief from 
the crushing tax burden imposed by in
flation and wasteful Government spend
ing. 

When partisanship is put aside, that 
is the indisputable conclusion. For ex
ample, last month, in its fourth consecu
tive unified report, the bipartisan Joint 
Economic Committee <JEC) reasserted 
the proposition that tax relief was al
ready overdue. Echoing the JEC 1980 
annual report's conclusion that: 

America does not have to fight infiation 
in the 1980s by periodically pulling up the 
drawbridge with recessions and doom mil
lions of Americans to unemployment. 

The midyear review carefullv analvzed 
Congress response to past recessions 
and found it inadequate. The JEC was 
forced to adm:t what this administration 
simply refuses to see-Government ac
tion in resoonse to recession is usuallv 
to:> late and has its effects only on the 
min- t.o long-term economic condition. 
Therefore, the committee recommends 
that: 

Congress should des!~ policy initiatives 
taken during a recession for the purpose 
of enhancinq the quali ty of the r ecoveru (em
phasis added) and promoting sustained 
growth. With respect to the recovery from 
the current recession: ( 1) Any tax cut that 
Congress ~nacts during the next year should 
be carefully targeted to improve produc
tivity, reduce inflationary pressures. and 
create jobs for the long run. Accordingly, 
about one-half of the next tax cut should 
be direct ed to increasing prodn ctivit y , with 
the remainder of the tax cut directed at 
reducing personal rates in order to stimulate 
work, saving, and investment at the indi
vidual level. Any tax cut should be accom
panied by systemati~ and vigorous efforts to 
reduce or eliminate unnecessary and waste
ful government spending. 

Despite administration claims that a 
nascent recovery is underway, these 
steos have not been taken to improve the 
long-range quality of the recovery. On 
the contrary, most economists forecast 
a fitful , uncertain recovery burdened by 
a $50 billion budget deficit in fiscal year 
1981. 

Toward the goal of a ttmely, supply
oriented tax bill in this Congress, I 
moved last December to discharge the 
Ways and Means Committee from its 
consideration of the Capital Cost Recov
ery Act (H.R. 4646) . \Vhi.le I believe it is 
a disgrace that the only House tax bill 
must be assembled piece by piece, dis
charge by discharge, I am today joining 
my colleague, Representative MILLICENT 
FENWICK in her motion to discharge 
H.R. 3609 <petition 14> repealing the 

so-called marriage tax-the excess tax 
paid by a two-income couple on a joint 
return. I do so because I believe, as does 
the JEC, that individual tax cuts are as 
much a part of the supply-side enhance
ment of incentives as business deprecia
tion reforms. Both President Carter and 
the Senate Finance Committee recog
nized the need for this type of tax relief 
in their recent proposals. Unfortunately, 
neither showed the leadership needed to 
enact those changes this year. 

Much has been said lately that we 
cannot afford tax cuts, especially across
the-board rate reductions of any size or 
duration. As I see it, that logic goes 
something like this: Carter administra
tion policies have failed to reduce infla
tion (4.8 percent in 1977 to 12 percent 
today), have failed to curb Federal 
spending <the fiscal 1980 deficit of $60 
billion is the second largest ever) , and 
have exacerbated the recession through 
wildly erratic monetary levels; so we 
jm·.t cannot afford a tax cut. But next 
year <right after the election) , when 
inflatton is forecast to remain above 10 
percent and the budget still $30 billion 
in deficit, we can afford a $7 billion tax 
cut. That is not logic, it is cynical pol
itics that would be laughable if the eco
nomic welfare of millions was not at 
stake. 

In my view, substantial tax relief is 
needed if only to reduce the magnitude 
of scheduled tax increases. This year 
Federal taxes alone will consume almost 
22 percent of the average taxpayer's in
come. Scheduled social security tax hikes 
and the unlegislated tax increases due to 
inflation <called "bracket creep") will 
add more than $25 bmion to next year's 
tax bill even if the administrat~on's lat
est "econo~ic recovery" proposals are 
fully adopted. Therefore, it seems ap
parent that the size and timing of fur
ther tax cuts must at least lift that re
maining burden. 

Prevailing econom~c conditions-in
flation, budget deficits, interest rates
determine how much, but not whether, 
tax relief can be digested by the economy 
without triggering additional inflation. 
While the Carter recession and erratic 
monetary polic~es have mortgaged our 
ability to extend the broad, immediate 
tax rate reduct!ons envisioned in the 
Kemp-Roth proposals, I have long be
lieved that we must ease the bloated tax 
burden that now strangles new savings, 
new investments, new jobs, and a better 
future. Even the President's own chief 
inflation fighter, Dr. Alfred Kahn, ad
mits that such sweeping tax cuts are 
"inevitable." To me, that means the 
sooner the better. 

Of course, anv substantial reduction in 
taxes will require fiscal restraint. That 
cannot be denied. There is no magic 
formula <the Laffer curve notwith
standing) th<tt allows us to reduce taxes, 
increase defense spending, and balance 
the budget. The only true magic lies in 
restoring economic growth thereby 
creating jobs, enhancing the tax base 
and reducing the demand for Govern
ment transfer payments <unemployment, 
welfare, food stamps, et cetera). That 
will never happen as long as the Federal 
budget consumes an ever larger share of 

a shrinking national economic pie. The 
tough spending decisions must be made 
now, in this budget, to accommodate tax 
cuts. While economists of all political 
stripes concede that a properly balanced 
tax cut in the range of $25 to $30 billion 
in 1981 would not be inflationary, fur
ther t!midity and inaction surely con
demns the economy to continued stag
nation. 

In this budget alone, I have voted for 
more than $30 billion in spending cuts 
and authorization reductions, including 
the $6.4 billion spending reductions man
dated by the unprecedented reconcilia
tion bill. None of those votes was easy, 
and not all were as successful as I would 
have liked in eliminating wasteful Gov
ernment spending--especially the year
end splurges that have come to charac
terize the "use it or lose it" funding 
~ycle here. But it is clear to me there is 
•'3Ufficient fat in the budget to allow 
necessary tax cuts without crippling vital 
programs. 

In my testimony before the House 
Ways and Means Committee last July, 
I advocated a 1980 tax bill reflecting the 
bipartisan consensus of the JEC that 
any tax cut be divided evenly between 
business and individual tax relief, with 
depreciation reform as its centerpiece. 
Still, personal tax cuts are an equally 
important component in making this 
supply-oriented tax program work be
cause taxpayers traditionally save and 
invest a larger share of marginal, addi
tional income when the overall economic 
climate provides incentives to do so. The 
bill recently drafted by the Senate Fi
nance Committee follows that prescrip
tion by calling for a 4 percent per
sonal tax rate reduction as well as de
preciation reforms and other business 
incentives. The "cost" of those proposals 
in terms of Federal revenue totals $18 
billion in fiscal 1981, with 40 percent of 
that going to business and capital forma
tion. While that bill does not go as far as 
the $25 or $30 billion 1981 tax cuts that 
most economists agree could be enacted 
without increasing infiation, I believe 
it represents a sound beginning and an 
important bipart!san recognition that 
the administration's timidity regarding 
tax cuts is misplaced. 

Mr. Speaker, if inaction by the Demo
cratic leadersh~p in Congress and the 
Carter administration permits current 
law and inflation-induced tax hikes to 
continue, Federal receipts will reach $604 
billion next year and top $1 trillion by 
1985. The tax cuts advanced by the Sen
ate committee would reduce that figure 
by $75.8 billion. However, I think it im
portant to note that these "static" reve
nue loss projections reflect none of the 
revenue feedback that a revitalized econ
omy wou1d produce. While it can be 
~trgued that a 40-percent reflow to the 
Treasury is not an unreasonable ex
pectation, even a minimal 20 percent 
feedback due to new payoll and business 
taxes would reduce that 1985 revenue loss 
to $60.6 billion, or 1.3 percent of pro
jected 1985 GNP. I do not th~nk that is too 
much to return to the American people 
as a sound investment in our economic 
future.• 
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RESTORIUM IN BOUNDARY COUNTY 
FINE EXAMPLE OF LIVING FACILI
TIES FOR SENIOR CITIZENS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Idaho <Mr. SYMMS) is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, last eve
ning the Senate passed an amendment 
which clarifies the definition of "public 
institution" under the supplemental se
curity income program by stating that in 
order for an institution to be classified as 
a "public institution," that institution 
must receive a substantial portion of its 
operating income from public funds. 

Several years ago, the citizens of 
Boundary County, Idaho, constructed a 
nonmedical group care home for the sen
ior citizens in that area who were no 
longer able to maintain their own homes. 
After the senior citizens moved into the 
Restorium in 1976, the Social Security 
Administration declared that they were 
inmates of a public institution and there
fore were no longer eligible for SSI ben
efits, even though the Restorium receives 
no operational funds from the county 
which paid for its construction. Oper
ating funds for the facility come mainlY 
from the residents and their families. 

The residents of the Restorium chal
lenged the Social Security Administra
tion's decision and the issue has not yet 
been resolved, and since that time simi
lar cases have been brought to court 
throughout the United States. The meas
ure passed by the Senate would clarify 
the ambiguities in the law and it is my 
hope that the House will want to rectify 
the current inequities in the law, as the 
Senate did last evening. 

The intent of the SSI program to pro
vide a minimum income to the most 
needy blind, disabled and elderly indi
viduals is honorable and for the most 
part, the program is administered on a 
sound and equitable basis. However, 
there is this "gray" area in the definition 
between public and private institutions. 

The Restorium in Boundary County, 
Idaho, is a fine example of a local effort 
to provide decent living facilities for the 
senior citizens in that area. The Con
gress hooefully will encourage other 
communities in taking steps to provide a 
high quality home for their senior citi
zens, disabled and blind by accepting the 
Senate measure which will clarify this 
area of the law. 

ITALIAN-AMERICAN HERITAGE 
WEEK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Massachusetts <Mrs. HEcK
LER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Sueaker, I am 
pleased to note that the Sonate has just 
joined the House in unanimously pass
ing our joint resolution designating the 
week of October 12-19 as "Italian-Amer
ican Heritage Week," and that the Presi
dent will soon be signing this proclama
tion. 

As an initial cosponsor of House Joint 

Resolution 568, I am extremely gratified 
that this resolution rapidly passed both 
Houses of the Congress. It is a most fit
ting tribute not just to the discoverer of 
America, Christopher Columbus, but to 
all the Italians who came to our shores 
and to their descendents: the people 
who have done so m..1ch to enrich our 
country through their talents, their in
telligence, and their unswerving commit
ment to the principles upon which our 
great Nation was founded. There is no 
field of human endeavor; whether the 
arts, sciences, business, labor, or govern
ment where Italian-Americans have not 
excelled. 

In June, I also had the honor of co
sponsoring legislation designating June 
22, 1980 as "National Italian-American 
Day," honoring our Italian-American 
citizens on the 75th anniversary of the 
founding of the Order of the Sons of 
Italy in America, the oldest and by far 
the largest national organization of 
Americans of Italian descent. Chapters 
of this great order are found throughout 
our Nation from the shores of the At
lantic to Hawaii and from Canada to the 
Gulf of Mexico. Its charitable, civic, and 
cultural contributions are legion. Its 
philanthropic work alone testifies to its 
unswerving commitment to our Nation 
and its future. 

It is particuarly fitting that Congress 
has passed both these resolutions this 
year because they represent a well-de
served turning point in our Nation: An 
Italian discovered America and America 
is finally discovering its Italians. 

In a search for our own modern sense 
of national identity, we find ourselves 
turning to those values which have al
ways been the cornerstone of the Italian
American way of life: Values based upon 
the "three R's of reverence, respect, and 
responsibility." 

Although we Americans come from 
every part of the world, we share a com
munity of values in our country which 
has as its center a belief in the values of 
family, work, neighborhood, peace and 
freedom-those values which are at the 
heart of the Italian tradition. The Ital
ian-Americans' pride-pride in accom
plishment, pride in heritage, and pride 
in country-as well as their courage and 
faith, stand as a beacon lighting the way 
for all of us. Their dream-not just for 
themselves, but for their children and 
grandchildren-have become a part of 
the American dream. Their spirit, drive, 
and dedication have come to epitomize 
all that is good in our country. 

It is fitting that we honor those to 
whom we are indebted, and it is with a 
sense of pride that I am pleased to have 
been able to assist in this effort through 
my active cosponsorship of these legis
lative milestones which give true recog
nition to our more than 20 million Amer
icans of Italian descent and their illus
trious forefathers.• 

IN THE MA 'ITER OF MICHAEL J. 
MYERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from Texas <Mr. GoNZALEZ) is rec
ognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
sum up and conclude in these remaining 
hours of the second session before recess
ing the saga that I tried to develop about 
the very bad crlme, the assassination of 
Federal District Judge John W. Wood 
and the attempted murder of the assist
ant Federal district attorney for the 
western judicial district in Texas; but 
I do so in sort of a tandem discussion or 
observation with respect to what the 
House did today. 

0 1710 
I say this coincidentally with some of 

the remarks just heard from my col
league who just completed his special 
order with respect to the Lithuanian 
and Lithuanian-American situation. Of 
course, I think it stresses something that 
the common folk are always talking 
about or at least observing to me and it 
reminds me of this English saying to the 
effect that the law will punish and arrest 
the man who steals a goose from the 
common but it will turn loose the man 
who steals the common from the goose. 

This is so true. We see, for example, 
here in the Dlstrict where a poor woman 
is arrested, incarcerated, and held with
out bond because she was eating a sand
wich on the subway while murderers, not 
one time but several times, are out on 
bond recommitting the crime. So obvi
ously we live in distempered times and 
the action of the House today, in my 
opinion, is a very shameful ep:sode at 
this juncture in o'..lr historical develop
ment and in the processes of the House. 

Since I used rather strong language, 
and I never use language haphazardly, 
though I may speak extemporaneously 
and·in quite a passionate way, every word 
is very crurefully selected and evaluated 
and I am one who respects words and 
their use and their intended use and 
their impact. I used strong language and 
I said in the matter of MICHAEL J. MYERS, 
and properly, we should have labeled 
that in the matter of the rather malodor
ous continuation of the erosion of the in
stitutional integrity of not only the Com
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct 
or the Ethics Committee, but the very 
House itself, for it is said in a house 
standing landmark tomb on legislative 
procedure by a last-century author, Mr. 
Lucey, that it ill behooves lawmakers to 
violate the law and it certainly ill be
hooves the House or any of its agencies 
to attempt to erect up rules in charting 
new paths in a new bramble patch that 
in the history of the House in 1789 has 
not been charted or paths that have not 
been charted. So when I say in these 
strong words the erosion of the institu
tional integritu of this bod". and some 
of its communities, I am fully aware of 
what I am saying and I am fully pre
pared in subsequent discussions at other 
times to develop that because ever since 
my experience in 1977 at the very begin
ning of that Congress I was fortunate 
enough to be one of those who observed 
this sorrv process firsthand, probablv the 
first of any. because of the experience I 
had had in those beginning stages of that 
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Congress with the so-called Select Com
mittee on Assassinations. 

But nowadays' action I think reflects 
the malaise that seems to be permeating 
not only the criminal justice system, giv
en these cases that I have referred to, 
such as this poor woman, an otherwise 
very respected and reputable citizen of 
this area, arrested and thrown in jail and 
held without communication or bond be
cause she was eating a sandwich on the 
subway, which is prohibited by law. Now 
the processes today, and I did not have 
time during the meager time allotted to 
us during the procedures, which were 
very restricted, which I think you will 
admit, to develop something I started 
with reference to what the House did 
with only one dissenting vote not too 
long ago, and it did it to itself. 

The House was acting today pursuant 
to recommendations from the Commit
tee on Standards of Official Conduct 
which, in turn, was acting in obedience 
to the resolution I have reference to that 
was passed by this House with only one 
dissenting vote, and that being mine. 
The reason for that dissenting vote was 
that for the first time in the history of 
the House, in its attempt to enact rules 
to govern itself, it provided that this 
committee and only this committee, but 
it did not say whom, it did not say wheth
er it is the chairman or certain subcom
mittees or members of the committee, 
can deprive any member of that commit
tee, to begin with, or any Member of the 
House access to any evidentiary matter 
that the Justice Department might pre
sent to that committee. 

Given the fact that this resolution was 
being asked because of the develo}:'ments 
know as the Abscam cases, all of which 
were initiated, conducted, costs defrayed 
by the Just 'ce Department, the FBI, the 
executive branch of the Government, and 
concentrated on measures of the na
tional legislature, what does this mean? 
It means that we do not know, and no
body can tell me, and nobody has offered 
to volunteer to say, including the chair
man of the Ethics Committee, whether 
or not a critical bit of evidence yet to be 
seen or evaluated by anvbody, but acces
sible only to let us call him the defendant, 
Mr. MYERS, and which could have 
changed the entire consideration of this 
matter, and would have made in order a 
motion I would have been all too privi
leged to offer to recommit the recom
mendation or the resolution with in
struct ~ons, to open the record for review 
and consider new evidence, which I have 
every good reason to know exists but 
which will not be available to the likes of 
me or anybody else, except those who 
made the deal with the Justice Depart
ment when they first concoted the res
olution and brought it to the House for 
its approval. 

Now, this is most disturbing to me be
cause it comes right in line with this hor
rible crime, yet unsolved by this very 
prestigious law enforcement agency 
known as the Justice Department and 
its subsidiary agencies such as the FBI, 
and that is the unprecedented murder 
of a Federal district judge, unprece
dented because in the annals of Amer
M:a.n judiciary and jurisprudence we 

have not had this happen and it is as 
unsolved today as it was the day it hap
pened, May 28, 1979. The attempted mur
der before that in November 1978 of the 
assistant district attorney for that same 
judicial district, James Kerr, remains to
day as unsolved as it was the day it was 
perpetrated. 

So where are we in America, both in 
and without the legislative branch? 

0 1700 
Just as the entire issue under the pres

sures existing at this time of the around
the-corner elections on November, so 
have we had the same kind of social 
pressures brought through this alleging 
of crime in the most organized form 
with business, with Government and pol
itics, which allows it to be stronger than 
the Government itself. So what we have 
is, I repeat and beg to say, the continued 
erosion of the institution of integrity in 
not only this body but our structure of 
democratic Government, which means 
our liberties and our way of life as you 
and I are inured to understand it. 

Today, for example, under this pres
sure of an election Mr. MYERS in effect-
and it is not too strong to say so-was 
mobbed. He was denied equal justice. For 
example, not only this question of un
discovered evidence in existence that 
would have a direct bearing, not on his 
criminal case but on our deliberations 
here today, but what about the violation 
of the very rule that this House adopted 
in the case of In the Matter of Mr. Diggs? 
In his case it was all ready to let him 
exhaust all his legal processes and avail
abilities clear through to the Supreme 
Court and then, of course, upon the deci
sion of the Supreme Court and the clos
ing of all further judicial ramifications 
and availabilities, he resigned. But at no 
time was there a compelling reason for 
the Ethics Committee to come in and 
ask us to expel or just throw out Mr. 
Diggs. Why did the House give Mr. Diggs 
that kind of treatment and deny it to 
Mr. MYERS? 

Again I do not think I am exaggerating 
or I do not think I am straying too far 
into the realm of diatribe or unjust con
clus:ons or threats when I say, because 
this is what I think, that Mr. MYERS, had 
he been a minority or maybe t:erhaps 
even a Republican, which is a minority, 
we would not have done today at this 
time what we did do. And I must rem~nd 
yo'.l that I am supposed to come from a 
group known as an ethnic minority. 

Therefore, when I say that, I say it in 
all due respect. Had Mr. MYERS been pro
ceeding from such a group, I doubt ser1i
ously that the House would have acted 
this way, because then there would have 
been a political presence exerted espe
cially upon those Members who have 
districts that have a good percentage of 
that particular group or that descendant 
group of Americans. The committee in 
no way has accounted-other than in 
the statement prepared in anticipation 
of the hearing by the chairman of the 
Ethics Committee, which I believe in it
self is grounds for and should have been 
grounds for a suspension of considera
tion of the matter today, because it gave 
unjust advantage to the prosecution, 

which is really what dt was-the com
mittee in no way has accounted for the 
difference in treatment given Mr. MYERS 
under the rule and precedents set up in 
the Dlggs case from that given Mr. 
Diggs, and that is a rank act of in
justice. 

Let us suppose Mr. MYERS is expelled 
and then reelected this November 4, be
cause he is on the ballot. Will the House 
again expel him? What about the con
stitutional right of the House even to do 
that? It is in limbo. We do not know, 
but Mr. MYERS may not have the finan
cial means in order to prosecute his legal 
availabilities now, because as of today 
he is out dn the cold. His district has no 
voice and no vote. We are not depriving 
Mr. MYERS of his seat; we are depriving 
his district. 

CHICAGO'S COLUMBUS DAY 
PARADE OF 1980 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Dlinois <Mr. ANNUNZIO) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, on Mon
day, October 13, the people of the city 
of Chicago will celebrate the discovery 
of America by Christopher Columbus in 
our traditional grand style with a gi
gantic parade. The extravaganza will 
be televised by WGN-TV. 

The Vice President of the United 
States, the Honorable WALTER F. MaN
DALE, will be the guest of honor, and other 
honored guests will include Vincent G. 
Marotta, president, Mr. Coffee, North 
American Systems, Inc.; Edward J. De
Bartolo, Sr., chairman of the board and 
chief executive officer of Edward J. De 
Bartolo Corp.; and Jeno F. Paulucci, 
chairman. National Italian-American 
Foundation, Jeno's Inc .. and Attenzione 
magazine. 

In addition to our honored guest, the 
parade will be led by the Honorable Jane 
Byrne, mayor of Chicago; the Honorable 
James R. Thompson, Governor of Dli
nois; the Honorable George W. Dunne, 
president of the Cook County Board of 
Commissioners; Dr. Teodoro Fuxa, 
Consul General of Italy; Congressman 
MARTIN Russo, Joseph Tolitano, presi
dent of the Joint Civic Committee of 
Italian-Americans; Joseph J. Spingola, 
general chairman of the 1980 parade; 
John Serpico. grand marshal of the pa
rade; virtually every Italian-American 
political leader in the Midwest, the Ital
ian-American War Veterans of Tilinois, 
any many other political dignitaries, 
civic leaders, members of the judiciary, 
businessmen from the community, labor 
leaders, and others too numberous to 
mention. 

Each year, Chicago celebrates Colum
bus Day with a series of speciall~ 
planned events culminating in the spec
tacular parade. The theme for this year's 
parade is "Italian-American War He
roes." The parade will honor not only 
Christo~her Columbus, but also the 
Italians who fought heroically in all of 
.t\.merica's wars for freedom. Richard 
Tagliaferro was a colonel killed at the 
battle of Guilford Hall during the Ameri-
can Revolution, and Salvatore Catalano 
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was a naval hero who recaptured the 
Philadelphia from pirates. Anthony Cas
amento recently joined John Basilone 
and a number of other courageous Ital
ian-Americans who have won our Na
tion's highest military award for brav
ery, the Congressional Medal of Honor. 

This year I cosponsored a bill to au
thorize and request the President to issue 
a proclamation designating October 12 
through Oct-ober 19, 1980, as "Italian
American Heritage Week." The bill 
passed in both the House of Representa
tives and the Senate and ranks as a 
tribute to the great contributions that 
!tala-Americans have made, not only 
to the discovery of America, but since 
the discovery of America, to the develop
ment and greatness of the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, the President of the 
United States, the Governor of Illinois, 
and the Mayor of Chicago have all is
sued proclamations in celebration of Co
lumbus Day 1980, and copies of those 
proclamations follow: 
lA proclamation by the President of the 

United States of America) 
COLUMBUS DAY, 1980 

On October 12, 1492, an Italian sea captain 
and his crew, having sailed into the western 
void in three fragile craft, touched land and 
revealed a New World to the astonished eyes 
of the old. 

The Genoese Christopher Columbus, sail
ing for his royal Spanish patrons in search 
of fortune, glory and the validation of his 
dream, found these and more. 

Today, almost five centuries later, we still 
honor Columbus for the stout heart and te
nacity of purpose that sustained his exp·loits. 
He inspired an age of exploration and a con
tinuing era of victory over the forces of com
placency and ignorance. 

As we prepare to commemora.ate the four 
hundred eighty-eighth anniversary of Co
lumbus's historic landfall, we of the New 
World can pay no greater trLbute to his mem
ory than to keep alive that spark of hope 
and nerve that never failed him and has 
never failed us. 

In tribute to the achievement of Colum
bus, the Congress of the United States of 
America, by joint resolution approved April 
30, 1934 (48 Stat. 657). as modified bv the 
Act of June 28, 1968 (82 Stat. 250), requested 
the President to proclaim the second Mon
day in October of each year as Columbus 
Day. 

Now, therefore, I, Jimmy Carter, President 
of the United States of America, do hereby 
designate Monday, October 13, 1980, as Co
lumbus Day; and I invite the people of this 
Nation to observe that day in schools, 
churches, and other suitable places with ap
propriate ceremonies in his honor. 

I also direct that the fia.g of the United 
States of America be disolaved on all public 
buildings on the ap!Jointed day in memory 
of Christopher Columbus. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set 
my hand this twenty-ninth day of August, 
in the year of our Lord nineteen hundred 
and ei~hty, and of the Tndependence of the 
United States of America. the two hundred 
and fifth. 

JIMMY CARTER. 

PROCLAMATION--8TATE OF ILLINOIS 

Every American knows what historic event 
occurred in 1492. for in that year the history 
of the world took a dramatic loap. The voy
age of Columbus, which sonrred further ex
ploration of the New World, is celebrated 
annually throughout our land. 

Columbus and many other distinguished 

Italians have contributed to the growth of 
civilization. The .~.talian community is joined 
by Americans of every ethnic background 
in recognizing Columbus Day. 

Therewre, l, James R. Thompson, Gover
nor of the State of Illinois, proclaim October 
13, 1980, to be Co.umbus Day in .1.llinois. 

PROCLAMATION 

Whereas, the annual Columbus Day Parade 
wlll be held in Chicago, starting at 1 p.m., 
October 13 on Dearborn Street; and 

Whereas, the parade is under the auspices 
of the Joint Civic Committee of Italian 
Americans, of which Joseph Tolita.no is pres
ident, Joseph J. Spingola is general chair
man, Congressman Frank Annunzto is hon
orary chairman, and John Serpico is grand 
marshal; and 

Whereas, held each year in tribute to 
Christopher Columbus, intrepid Genovese 
navigator-explorer, and to the contributions 
of Italian-Americans to the political, social, 
cultural, and economic history of America, 
the parade is invariably a highlight of the 
Fall season in Chicago: 

Now, therefore, I, Jane M. Byrne, Mayor 
of the City of Chicago, do hereby proclaim 
Monday, October 13, 1980, to be COLUMBUS 
DAY IN CHICAGO and urge all citizens to 
take cognizance of the special events ar
ranged for this time in appreciation of the 
heritage all have from the voyages of Chris
topher Columbus. 

Mr. Speaker, Chicago's Columbus Day 
celebration will begin with a concele
brated Mass at Our Lady of Pompeii 
Church at 9 a.m. His Eminence, John 
Cardinal Cody, will be the presiding pre
late, the principal celebrant will be Rev. 
Robert Simonato, C.S., and the homily 
will be given by Rev. Charles Fanelli. 

Following the Mass, there will be a 
wreath-laying ceremony at 10:30 a.m. at 
the Columbus statute in Arrigo Park, led 
by the Order Sons of Italy, the Joint Civic 
Committee of Italian Americans, and the 
Italian American War Veterans. 

Chicago's monumental Columbus Day 
parade will step off from the corner of 
Dearborn Street and Wacker Drive at 1 
p.m. and will include some 150 floats and 
marching units depicting the theme of 
the parade. Traditional native costumes 
of Italy will be worn by participants in 
the parade representing the culture of 
various parts of the Italian peninsula. 
Theme Coordinator Theresa Petrone, au
thentic Italian costume chairperson Ann 
Sorrentino, and ftoat personnel commit
tee chainnan Lawrence Spallitta have 
done an outstanding job, as usual, on 
their parts in making the pageantry of 
the parade a stunning success. The role 
of Christopher Columbus will be por
traved by Joseph Mollica. 

The Joint Civic Committee of Italian 
Americans, comprised of more than 40 
!tala-American civic organizations in the 
Chica~oland area, sponsors the Colum
bus Day parade and other related activi
ties. Many local groups cooperate with 
the Joint Civic Committee in this com
munity-wide tribute to Columbus, and 
Anthony Sorrentino. consultant for the 
Joint Ctvic Committee, has helped to 
coordmate the various activities of the 
parade for many years. 

One of the highlights of Chicago's Co
lumbus Day celebration is the selection 
of the oueen of the parade. This year, 
Susan Spallina, was chosen to reign as 

queen of the Columbus Day parade. The 
prizes awarded to the queen included 
$500 from the Joint Civic Committee of 
Italian Americans, $100 from the DaPrato 
Travel Agency, a Revlon gift package 
from Susan Owens, a gift package from 
the Alberto Culver, Co., a crown, a tro
phy, and a bouquet of roses. 

Members of the queen's court are Kath
erine J. Sbarboro, Mary Cecilia Mez
zenga, Rhonda Lee Frederick, and Dome
nica Piragine. 

Judges for the final "Columbus Day 
Queen Contest" were Joseph Caliendo 
a fur fashion designer; Robert Clementi: 
an attorney; Adrienne Levatino Donog
h~e, an attorney; John DoCurro, an elec
tncal contractor and former Italian 
opera singer; Barbara Drammis, a per
sonnel manager; Joseph Lizzadro, chair
man of the board of the Meade Electric 
Co.; Suzanne T. Mangione, executive 
producer at WMAQ-TV; Hon. Philip 
Romiti, judge, Illino!s Appellate Court; 
Laura M. Spingola, director of public re
lations at Chicago's Economic Develop
ment Commission; and Dennis J. Steven
son, a human resource consultant. 

In addition to those watching the pa
rade personally, millions of persons are 
ex:I:ected to enjoy the parade via televi
sion. This year the sponsors for the pa
rade programing are Dominick Di Mat
teo, o! Dominick's Finer Foods; Anthony 
Terlato, of Paterno Imports; Turano 
Bakery. Joseph Marchetti, of the Como 
Inn; the National Republic Bank, the 
Amalgamated Trust & Savings Bank, the 
Chicagoland Cadillac Dealers Associa
tion, Holiday Inn, Mazzone Enterprises, 
Falbo Cheese, the St. Paul Federal Sav
ings and Loan Association, and the U.S. 
Shoe Repair Service. The telecast of the 
parade will be narrated by Vince Lloyd, 
of WGN, and Domenick DiFrisco, of Ali
talia Airlines 

Our grand Columbus Day celebration 
will close with a reception at the Como 
Inn, 546 North Milwaukee Avenue, in 
Chicago, in honor of our guests, all the 
officers, subcommittee chairmen, and 
members who are participating in mak
ing the 1980 Columbus Dav parade a 
great and grand event. In addition, lead
ers of Italo-American organizations from 
Illinois will be present as well as officials 
from our State and city governments. 

I am proud this year to serve as the ' 
honorary chairman of the parade, and 
I send my best wishes to the members 
of the Joint Civic Committee of Italian 
Americans who are doing such commend
able work as they continue their untir
ing efforts to make this varied and mon
umental event into another great success. 

Mr. Speaker, the officers and members 
of the 1980 Chicago Columbus Day pa
rade committee are as follows: 

COLUMBUS DAY PARADE COMMITTEE 

Joseph J. Spingola, General Chairman 1980; 
Cong:ressman Frank Annunzio, Honorary 
Parade Chairman; and John Serpico, Grand 
Marshal. 

HONORARY CHAIRPERSONS 

Hon. Jane Byrne, Mayor, City of Chicago; 
Han. Jerome E. Cosentino, Treasurer, State 
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of Illinois; Hon. George w. Dunne, President 
Cook County Board of Commissioners; Dr. 
Teodoro Fuxa, Consul General of Italy; Con
gressman Martin Russo; Han. James R. 
Thompson, Governor, State of Illinois. 

JCCIA OFFICERS 

Joseph Tolitano, President; Jerome N. 
Zurla, 1st Vice President; James L. Coli, 2nd 
Vice President; Charles C. Porcelli, 3rd Vice 
President; Carl DeMoon, 4th Vice President; 
Anthony Terlato, 5th Vice President; An
thony Morizzo, Treasurer; Charles Carosella, 
Secretary; Sam Cerniglia, Sgt.-at -Arms. 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

James E. Coli, Chairman; Cong. Frank An
nunzio; Judge Nicholas Bua; Hon. Jerome 
A. Cosentino; Angelo Fosco; Joseph Lizzadro, 
Jr. ; Rev. Armando Pierini, C.S.; Mayor John 
c. Porcelli; Judge Philip Romiti; Cong. Mar
tin A. Russo. 

CHAPLAIN 

Rev. Armando Pierini, C.S. 
TELEVISION SPONSORS 

Anthony Terlato, Chairman; Dominick 
Di Matteo, Co-Chairman. 

THEME COORDINATOR 

Theresa Petrone. 
RELIGIOUS PROGRAM &: ORGANIZATIONS 

Rev. Lawrence Cozzi, C.S.; Rev. Charles 
Fanelli ; Rev. Robert Simionato, C.S.; Co
Chairmen; Rev. Armando Pierini, C.S., Ad
visor; Bernard Bellario, Nick Bianco, Can
dido De Blase, Michael R. Fortino, Louis 
Moretti, Michael Palello, Elvira Panarese, 
Ohlef Anthony Pilas, Anthony Pope, Dr. Ray
mond Rondinelli, and John Spatuzza. 

AUTHENTIC ITALIAN COSTUME 

Ann Sorrentino, Ch!llirperson; Elena Frigo
letti , Co-Chairperson; Mary Spallltta, Co
Chairperson; Pauline Jo Cusimano, Co
Chairperson; Anna Albanese, and Regina 
Panarese. 

FINANCE AND SOUVENm BOOK 

Mayor John C. Porcelli , Chairman; Frank 
N. Catrambone, Sr., Co-Chairman; Sam Cer
niglia, Co-Chairman; Bernard Fiorito, Ann 
Sorrentino, Angeline Annunzio. 

BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL 

Jack Cerone, Co-Chairman; Carl De Moon, 
Co-Chairman; Vincent Lucania, Co-Chair
man; Mathew J. Alagna, Anthony Apa, 
Charles Carosella, James L. Coli, John 
Curielli, Dr. John Drammis, Jr., and Dr. 
John Drammis, Sr. 

Peter Ingraffia, Marino Mazzei, Paul Pater
no, Louis Ranieri, Michael R. Rosinia, Dr. 
Mario 0. Rubinelli, George Salerno, Joseph 
Soilabra, Dr. Joseph J . Eirchio, Joseph P. 
Spingola, Joseph J. Spingola, Jr., Amedeo 
Yelmini, and Jerome N. Zurla. 

LABOR COMMITTEE 

James L. Coli, Chairman;. James Caporale, 
Tom Crivellone, Angelo Fosco, Tony Judge, 
John Serpico, Chuck Spranzo, Michael J. 
Spingola, Carom., Chicago Park District. 

BANDS, MARCHERS &: TRANSPORTATION 

Louis H. Raga, Chairman; Jordan Canzone, 
Marie Palello. 

PROGRAM &: ARRANGEMENTS 

Domenick Di Frisco, Co-Chairman; Theresa 
Petrone, Co-Ohairperson; James L. Coli, Louis 
Farina, Charles C. Porcelli. 

QUEEN CONTEST 

Fred Mazzei , Chairman; Josephine Bianco, 
Co-Chairperson; Anita Louise Bianco, Spec. 
Asst.; Norma Battisti, Sam Burna, Lilla 
Juarez, Anthony Morizzo, Marie Palello, Hugo 
Panarese, and Aurelia Tornabene. 

FLOATS 

Sam Tenuta, Chairman; Sam Cerniglia, 
Co-Chairman; Vincent R. Lucania, Co-Chair-
man. 

FLOAT PERSONNEL 

Lawrence Spallitta, Chairman; Nick Bian
co, John De Bella, Mary Spallita. 

PARADE MARSHALS 

Marco De Stepano, Chairman; Alex Bati
nich, Larry Battisti, Rocco Bellino, Ray Cola
gross!, Ettore Di Vito, Anthony Finley, Neil 
Flrancis, Mario Lombardi , Sam Messina, Mike 
Palello, Joseph Pantaleo, Chief Anthony 
Pilas, Louis Raga. 

RECEPTION COMMITTEE 

Josephine L. Ortale, Chairperson; Leonora 
Turner, Co-Chairperson; Regina Panarese, 
Co-Chairperson; Norma Batt isti, Phyllis 
Schoene. 

WOMEN'S DIVISION 

Josephine L. Ortale, President. 
WEST SUBURBAN WOMEN'S DIVISION 

LP.onora Li Puma Turner, President. 
YOUNG ADULT DIVISION 

Regina Panarese. President .• 

ABOLISHING FEDERAL OPEN MAR
KET COMMITTEE LONG ADVO
CATED BY CORPORATE BANKING 
LEADERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Wisconsin (Mr. REuss) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 
• Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, in a floor 
statement on September 18, 1980, my 
friend Congressman STANTON of Ohio 
said he believed President Carter was 
behind a bill to eliminate the Federal 
Open Market Committee and vest re
sponsibility for monetary policy solely 
with the Board of Governors of the Fed
eral Reserve, a bill reported by the 
Domestic Monetary Policy Subcommittee 
of the House Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs on Septem
ber 10. 

I wish I could say the President was 
behind it. Unfortunately that is not the 
case. The proposition has been advanced 
over the years, however, by a host of 
distinguished business, labor and aca
demic leaders. It has been recommended 
by public commissions and individuals 
who wish to see responsibility for mone
tary policy placed where it belongs-with 
officials of the United States who are 
appointed by the President and con
firmed by the Senate. 

In 1961, the Commission on Money and 
Credit recommended: 

The determination of open market policies 
should be vested in the Board. In establish
ing its open market policy the Board should 
be required to consult with the twelve Fed
eral Reserve Bank presidents. 

The Commission that made that rec
ommendation included a number of the 
Nation's leading corporate and banking 
chiefs: Frazar B. Wilde, chairman, Con
necticut General Life Insurance Co.; 
James B. Black, chairman of the board, 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co.; Joseph M. 
Dodge, chairman of the board, the De
troit Bank and Trust Co.; Marriner S. 
Eccles, chairman of the board, First 

Security Corp.; Lamar Fleming, Jr., 
chairman of the board, Anderson, Clay
ton & Co.; Gaylord A. Freeman, Jr., 
president, The First National Bank of 
Chicago; J. Irwin Miller, chairman of 
the board, Cummins Engine Co.; David 
Rockefeller, president, the Chase Man
hattan Bank; Earl B. Schwulst, presi
dent and chairman of the board, the 
Bowery Savings Bank; Jesse W. Tapp, 
chairman of the board, Bank of America, 
N.T. and S.A.; J. Cameron Thomson, re
tired chairman of the board, Northwest 
Bancorporation; Theodore 0. Yntema, 
chairman, Finance Committee, Ford 
Motor Co. 

Marriner Eccles, a member of that 
Commission and Chairman of the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve from 
1934 to 1948, testified before the Joint 
Economic Committee on August 14, 1961, 
vigorously endorsing the proposition that 
the Board of Governors alone should de
cide monetary policy. 

He said: 
The five bank Presidents serving on the 

existing Oommi ttee cannot be considered 
governmental a.s they are elected by the 
member banks, whereas the members of the 
Federal Reserve Board must be appointed by 
the President and confirmed by the Senate 
and make their reports to Congress. Only 
this will provide a clear center of responsi
bi11ty for the use of all three of the major 
general instruments of monetary and credl t 
policy. 

In 1948 the Hoover Commission Task 
Force headed by the renowned George 
Leland Bach, presently a professor of 
economic and public policy at Stanford 
University also recommended that: 

The present powers of the Federal Open 
Market Committee should be transferred to 
the reorganized Board of Governors. 

Eliminating the Federal Open Market 
Committee and vesting all authority for 
monetary policy decisions with the Board 
of Governors is the only sound public 
policy. The decisions made by the FOMC 
are basic to national economic policy. 
It is harder to imagine a more basic gov
ernmental function than corutrol of the 
money supply-control which has direct 
impact on interest rates, inflation, em
ployment, production, economic growth, 
the value of the dollar. Clearly the men 
and women who wield this power over 
the economy of the United States should 
be selected by the President, not by pri
vate bankers, and undergo the scrutiny 
of Senate confirmation. 

Such a change would also restore the 
intent of the Constitution. The present 
system of allowing five Reserve Bank 
Presidents to vote on open market poli
cies is clearly a violation of article II, 
section 2, clause 2 of the Constitution. 
The celebrated case of Buckley against 
Valeo states in unequivocal terms that 
persons exercising significant govern
mental authority are "Officers of the 
United States and should be appointed in 
the manner prescribed by the Constitu
tion. The Presidents of the Federal Re
serve district banks do not meet the 
Constitution's criteria for exercising gov
ernmental authority. 

Furthermore, their representation on 
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the Federal Open Market Committee is 
patently discriminatory. Membership on 
the Federal Open Market Committee un
der present law consists of one repre
sentative, at all times, of the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York; one repre
sentative, every second year, of the Fed
eral Reserve Bank of Cleveland and 
Chicago; and one representative, every 
third year, of the "lesser breeds without 
the law"-the Federal Reserve Banks of 
Boston, Philadelphia, Richmond, At
lanta, Dallas, St. Louis, Minneapolis, 
Kansas City, and San Francisco. A re
quirement that the Board of Governors 
consult regularly with all 12 presidents 
would eliminate present discrimination. 

The proposal that responsibility for 
monetary policy be lodged with duly-ap
pointed officials of the United States, in
stead of with a committee on which 5 
of the 12 members are private citizens 
elected by bankers, is a venerable idea 
whose time is long overdue.• 

TO BUILD A FOUNDATION FOR A 
STRONGER AND FREER ECONOMY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of this House, the gentle
man from Mississippi <Mr. WHITTEN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, our 
country is a rich country in real wealth 
and in real resources. However, many of 
those engaged in business, manufactur
ing, in retailing, and in agriculture, in 
view of high cost and poor crops face the 
forced sale of assets, and bankruptcy un
less we here in Congress take action now. 
We find many businesses and many 
farmers with little or no cash due to the 
fact that they have had 4 short crop 
years. Yet in many cases, they have as
sets of great value, many times what 
they would bring at forced sale. 

The newspapers regularly report such 
situations facing major corporations. 
What they do not po~nt up is that small 
businesses-of all kinds, as well as many 
farmers, face the same situation. We 
must move before foreclosure. 

The Fanners Home Administration 
has authority now for providing a hold
ing action for those engaged in agricul
ture, providing a means of refinancing, 
stretching out the repayment date, and 
perhaps postponing a year's payments 
and interest, when the facts justify such 
action. 

This is the time we need to increase 
production levels to bolster our economy 
and not take people out of production 
due to the shortage of cash. 

BUSINESS REVITALIZATION 

Mr. Speaker, I introduced a bill tore
store the Reconstruction Finance Cor
poration. The RFC was a source of funds 
to enable corporations to buy up their 
indebtedness and scale it down to man
ageable levels. This was done for banks, 
drainage districts and other types of 
organizations. In everyday terms, you 
might say this organization was a means 
to "squeeze out the water" and allow 
organizations to become productive 
again. 

An updated Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation is obviously needed in light 
of our current economic situation. 

EXCESSIVE REGULATIONS 

Too often Government regulations 
have increased costs, decreased produc
tion and reduced profits. At a time when 
fanns and businesses are failing, we can
not aiford the luxury of regulating that 
which is merely undesirable. 

I have called on the President to sus
pend all regulations issued by the En
vironmental Protection Agency which re
late merely to the undesirable rather 
than that which is necessary to protect 
human health and safety. 

AREA COVERAGE FOR RURAL WATER SYSTEMS 

In the appropriation bill for agricul
ture I have again included language in 
the report requiring that not less than 
30 percent of the funds appropriated to 
Farmers Home Administration for rural 
water and sewer systems be used for the 
expansion of existing systems. 

I will expect the Administrator of the 
Farmers Home Administration to issue 
regulations that require that funds be 
available for enlargement of wells, in
creases in line capacity, as well as the 
general expansion of existing systems in
eluding repairs. 

We meet with the Senate conferees on 
November 12 on the bill making appro
priations for the Department of Agricul
ture. 

I have called on the Secretary of Ag
riculture to report to our committee by 
that time as to what actions are neces
sary to provide for area coverage for 
water and sewer systems. We need more 
and bigger wells and more and more 
communities served, toward the objective 
of reaching area coverage as we did years 
ago with electricity. 

Personally I expect to see that we make 
a forward step in that direction in our 
conference. 

Mr. Speaker, during recent years, gross 
farm income has continued to rise, but 
farm product costs have increased at an 
even greater rate. In 1979, returns to 
equity from farming were 4.1 percent 
compared with 16.7 percent for all man
ufacturers. During 1979, the farmer's 
share of the total food dollar continued 
to drop. Prices paid by farmers have con
tinued to increase at a more rapid rate 
than prices received for their crops. FUel 
costs have led the upward spiral with an 
increase of 46 percent last year, followed 
closely by the cost of farmland. At the 
end of the year, farm debt was $158 
billion, up 15 percent in 1 year. The 
farmer is also faced with the highest rate 
of inflation in history and the Soviet 
embargo. 

On top of all this, farmers in my sec
tion of the country as well as in many 
other sections have been faced with the 
worst weather in years. 

At planting time we had floods and the 
fields were too wet. 

During the summer we had droughts. 
Now that it is harvest time we are 

again having excessive rain and even 

floods, and we cannot get the crops out 
of the fields. 

Farmers need help. 
MORATORIUM ON LOAN REPAYMENTS 

Agriculture is the largest single indus
try in our country. As a first step toward 
meeting our current problems, I have 
called upon the Secretary of Agriculture 
to develop regulations to allow the defer
ral of principal and interest payments on 
loans where necessary. Section 1981 of 
title VII of the United States Code sets 
forth the Secretary's authority in this 
area: 
§ 198la. Loan moratorium and policy on fore

closure 
In addition to any other authority that 

the Secretary may have to defer principal 
and interest and forego foreclosure, the Sec
retary may permit, at the request of the bor
rower, the deferral of principal and interest 
on any outstanding loan made, insured, or 
held by the Secretary under this chapter, or 
under the provisions of any other law admin
istered hy the Farmers Home Administration, 
and may forego foreclosure of any such loan, 
for such period as the Secretary deems nec
essary upon a. showing by the borrower that 
due to circumstances beyond the borrower's 
control, the borrower is temporarily unable 
to cvntinue making payments of such prin
cipal and interest when due without unduly 
impairing the standard of living of the bor
row~r. The Secretary may permit interest 
that accrues during the deferral period on 
any loan deferred under this section to bear 
no interest during or after such period: 
Provided, That if the security instrument 
securing such loan is foreclosed such inter
est as is included in the purchase price at 
such foreclosure shall become part of the 
principal and draw interest from the date of 
foreclosure at the rate prescribed by law. 

I will expect the Secretary of Agricul
ture tu have ready for our committee on 
November 12 a report as to what actions 
he has taken under this authority and 
what further the Congress needs to do 
when we go to conference on the agri
culture appropriations bill for fiscal year 
1981. 

Mr. Speaker, I have also asked the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the Admin
istrator of the Small Business Adminis
tration to report to me their recommen
dations for any additional laws or 
governmental action that is needed to re
vita1ize agriculture, industry and labor 
and to build a foundation for a stronger 
and freer economy. 

WE MUST ACT NOW 

Mr. Speaker, at present rates we are 
on the edge of an economic crisis-we 
must move now if we are to give indus
try, labor and agriculture the opportu
nity to recover. 

The time is late. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Florida <Mr. NELSON) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, I was not 
recorded on two procedural votes in 1979. 
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In order that I might have on record an 
announced position of all votes in the 
95th Congress, I wish to note that I 
would have voted "yes" on rollcall 150 
on May 15, 1979, a motion to approve the 
House Journal of Tuesday, May 15, 1979, 
and "yes" on rollcall 199 on June 11, 
1979, a motion to approve the House 
Journal of Friday, June 8, 1979.• 

EXTENSION OF HOME MORTGAGE 
DISCLOSURE ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Rhode Island <Mr. ST GER
MAIN) is recognized for 10 minutes. 
e Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, on 
Wednesday night, the House adopted the 
conference report on the Housing and 
Community Development Act. One of the 
important features of the report was an 
extension of the Home Mortgage Dis
closure Act which has been so vital in 
ending patterns of dircrimination and 
helping to revitalize our inner city 
neighborhoods. 

In a last-minute change from the con
feree's position, which was adopted in 
conference on a bipartisan vote, the 
House did provide for a 5-year sunset on 
the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act. As I 
stated when the conference report was 
adopted Wednesday night, I do regret 
that we did not make permanent our na
tional policy against redlining, but we do 
have in place a strong mortgage disclo
sure law. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report as 
it relates to HMDA calls for two very im
portant studies to be conducted by the 
Financial Institutions Examination 
Council which is composed of the finan
cial supervisory agencies. 

One of these reports would deal with 
small business loans, recognizing that 
community development involves not 
only housing but general economic activ
ity in an area. 

Mr. Speaker, the small business lend
ing by banks is especially important not 
only for its job creation potential but also 
because of its role in neighborhood pres
ervation and revitalization. Healthy 
small businesses are a critical component 
of the infrastructure of a healthy neigh
borhood. Whereas some small business 
loans may be especially important for job 
creation purposes, others may be espe
cially important for neighborhood pres
ervation and revitalization, Some small 
business loans may be important in ad
vancing both objectives. 

The compilation and disclosure of in
formation on small business loans by 
banks can be efficiently accomplished and 
it has enormous potential in assisting 
regulators and the public in evaluating 
the small business lending performance 
of each bank. With respect to neighbor
hood preservation and revitalization, of 
particular interest is the performance of 
the bank in meeting small business credit 
needs of low- and moderate-income 
neighborhoods. 

Among the items that the Examina
tion Council should address in its study 
are: First, the appropriate definition of 
small businesses for the purposes of com
piling data, including analysis of whether 
small businesses should be separated into 
different types for reporting purposes; 
second, the appropriate definition of a 
small business loan; third, whether vari
ous categories of small business loans 
should be defined and separately report
ed, for example, purpose of loan, long 
term versus short term, whether or not 
SBA guaranteed; and fourth, the appro
priate level of geographic detail, for ex
ample, the census tract where the small 
business is or will be located. 

Mr. Speaker, the other report re
quired involves efforts to develop a uni
fied system for enforcing the Community 
Reinvestment Act, the Home Mortgage 
Disclosure Act and fair lending laws. 

The conference report makes clear 
that the Examination Council's evalua
tion and recommendations regarding a 
unified system need not be limited to one 
unified system which would apply to all 
agencies. Currently three agencies-the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Bo'lrd; the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Cur
rency; and the Federal Deposit Insur
ance Corporation-are in various stages 
of implementing somewhat differing sys
tems requiring financial institutions, 
under certain circumstances, to submit 
reports to the agencies for fair lending 
enforcement purposes. With one option 
that the study should definitely explore 
is the feasibility and desirability of one 
unified system which would apply to all 
of the agencies to accomplish fair lend
ing, CRA, and HMDA purposes, the Ex
amination Council is also free to explore 
the possibility of eaf'h a~ency having its 
own separate unified system for the par
ticular agency. Under this approach the 
unified system for one agency might 
differ somewhat from the unified system 
for another agency. 

The new HMDA law also provides for 
comp'lation of aggregate data for each 
~ensus tract-a very significant advance 
in the utilization of the HMDA data. 

Varying numbers have been suggested 
for the cost of the compilation, and the 
calculations indicate that a reasonable 
ballpark figure for the agencies' new 
efforts in this area will be something 
over ~1 million with inftation factors to 
be considered. 

Mr. Speaker, we should also note that 
because the end of the sunset period 
provided in the original legislation Will 
have occurred prior to the date of en
actment of the Housing and Commu
nity Development Act of 1980, no new 
d 'sclosures under HMDA will have been 
required between June 28, 1980, and the 
date of enactment of this legislation. 
Since most institutions are already re
porting on a calendar year basis, disrup
tion in the availability of new disclo
sures has been minimal. In addition, 
HMDA requires that any information 
required to be disclosed must be main
tained and be made publicly available 

for a period of 5 years after the close of 
the first year during which such infor
mation is reQuired to be disclosed. 

Thus, during the interim period
June 28, 1980 to date of enactment
disclosures required to be made prior to 
June 28, 1980, have continued to be re
quired to be publicly disclosed pursuant 
to this 5-year rule. It is our intent that 
the 5-year rule shall apply to all HMDA 
disclosures made since the enactment of 
the original legislation in 1975, and that 
the gap in time between June 28, 1980 
and the extension of HMDA contained in 
this conference report will result in no 
disruption in the availability of HMDA 
data. 

Mr. Speaker, the implementation of 
the standard format and other provi
sions in the conference report designed 
to facilitate more efficient use of the data 
can be smoothly implemented Without 
undue delay. The Board of Governors 
has authority under section 305 of the 
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act to pro
vide for adjustments or exceptions as in 
the judgment of the Board are necessary 
and proper to effectuate the purposes of 
the act or to facilitate compliance with 
the act. This authority is sufficient for 
the Board to address any minor tran
sitional problems that may arise. We ex
pect such adjustments or exceptions to 
be held to the minimum necessary. We 
should also note that under current reg
ulations, reports for calendar year 1980 
would be disclosed by the end of March 
1981. Depending on the timing of pro
mulgation of regulations to implement 
the amendments made by the conference 
report, it is possible that a short delay 
from this schedule may become advis
able, but there should be no extended 
delay. 

Mr. Speaker, a recent report con
tracted for by the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Board and the FDIC recommended 
that in deciding whether State deposi
tory institutions should be exempt under 
section 306(b) of the Home Mortgage 
Disclosure Act, the Board of Governors 
should only grant such exemptions after 
a careful review of State law, including 
regulations and instructions, to insure 
that the disclosure statements produced 
will be comparable in form, context and 
data quality with HMDA statements. 
This would maximally facilitate aggre
gation of data and comparisons among 
institutions. 

It is the intent of the conferees that 
the Board of Governors follow this rec
ommendation when implementing sec
tion 306(b), and that after the new 
standard format has been prescribed, 
exemptions pre,·iously granted should be 
reviewed With this recommendation in 
mind. In no way do we intend to limit 
the ability of States to provide for addi
tional disclosures beyond what is re
quired under HMDA. For example, data 
such as is required under HMDA could 
be disclosed in form and content com
parable to HMDA, and additional dis
closures could be made as a separate 
item.e 
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ON THE INVESTIGATION OF MR. 

BEARD OF TENNESSEE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the ~entle
man from Michigan <Mr. CARR) 1s rec
ognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Speaker, in last eve
ning's Associated Press and this morn
ing's Washington Post my friend and 
colleague, Congressman RoB~ BEARD of 
Tennessee is quoted as callmg me a 
"liar." 

That qudte is unfortunate ~d .W?-true. 
The question is not my verac1ty, 1t lS the 
conduct of Mr. BEARD. 

Several weeks ago Mr. BEARD, a M~m
ber of Congress and the Armed Serv1ces 
committee, and one who is ~cus~omed 
to the requirements of class1fied ~f?r
mation, issued a press release contammg 
classified information that had not been 
previously declassified. 

I believe that Mr. BEARD knew or 
should have known this. He is a fine, 
intelligent gentleman, not known to be 
a bumbler, a stumbler, or mistake prone. 

Accordingly, I have requested the ap
propriate House Committees to investi
gate the matter. I am confident that they 
will competently do so. 

I can appreciate that any Member of 
Congress who may be investigate~ for an 
alleged violation of national secunty may 
suffer extreme anxiety and as a result 
may inadvertently utter an intemperate 
remark. But it is not helpful fur both 
of us to do so. This investigation should 
not be conducted in the newspapers. 

Should my information be incorrect 
and should the conduct of Mr. BEARD in 
issuing that press release be vindica~. 
I will stand here and make a public 
apology to him. If on the other hand, 
the investigation shows him wrong, he 
will have to deal with that. In the mean
time I believe that we should resist the 
temptation to name calling. 

D 1710 
Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen

tleman yield to me? 
Mr. CARR. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the 

gentleman from North Carolina. 
Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 

gentleman for yielding. I want to com
mend the gentleman for a very well
written and well-spoken statement about 
what I consider to be a very unfortu
nate matter. 

As a member of the House Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence, I 
have seen a copy of the press release 
about which the gentleman speaks. I 
share the gentleman's concern about the 
severity of this particular matter. I 
have known the gentleman for a num
ber of years and know him to be an 
honorable man, one who is a man of 
his word. I know the gentleman has sin
cerely and carefully considered things 
said here today, also the things which 
brought you to make the previous state
ments about which our colleague from 
Tennessee has reacted. 

I would say to the gentleman that I 
share his concern. I will work with the 
gentleman in the weeks and the months 

ahead to see that this serious matter is 
properly resolved and if, as I suspect, the 
gentleman's suspicions are correct, that 
I will work with the gentleman to see 
that appropriate action is taken by th.is 
House and the appropriate committees 
of the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I can recall a friend from 
Tennessee when he observed several 
years ago with a great alarm statements 
by our now departed colleague from Mas
sachusetts, Mr. Harrington. I knew then 
that he was greatly concerned about 
statements being made to the public 
that were unauthorized, that were classi
fied and I know the gentleman shares 
that concern now and I thank the gen
tleman for having the courage to come 
forward and to speak on an area that 
is of vital importance to the country. 
Hopefully, in the weeks and months 
ahead, after the election is over, the. 
smoke clears and we can calmly go back 
to business, we can determine in that 
light what sort of damages have actually 
taken place. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. CARR. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 

gentleman for his remarks. I know the 
gentleman shares with me the goal not 
to be necessarily punitive against a 
Member of Congress but rather to look 
toward the larger goal, that the intelli
gence community can look to the Con
gress with confidence, can confide in us 
in confidence, that we will treat national 
security classified information with the 
utmost care and that Members of Con
gress and their staffs will not carelessly 
for political purposes make revelations 
which would damage the national secu
rity of the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, we seek no vengeance 
against a particular Member, but we 
do seek to maintain a high standard as 
was maintained by the House in the 
Harrington example. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield !ruther? 

Mr. CARR. I will be happy to yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. ROSE. I firmly and totally agree 
with what the gentleman just said. I 
would observe the predicament we are 
in right now is really a determination 
of who should go forward with an in
vestigation of this matter, the House 
Armed Services Committee, the House 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelli
gence, the House Committee on Stand
ards of Oflicial Conduct. It may very well 
be that the latter committee, the one 
that has dominated the actions of the 
House today may be, in time, the only 
forum that can adequately address itself 
to the concerns that the gentleman and 
I share. As I said before, I will work 
with the gentleman to make sure that 
the damage, if it has been done, is 
minimized. 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his additional observa
tion. This has been a very sad day for 
the House of Representatives and for 
our constitutional history as we have 
dealt with the misconduct of a Member 

who hurt himself and by implication 
hurt the House. 

I will trust that the House Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct will 
treat with the same degree of seriousness 
damage to our national security that 
they have attributed the particular con
duct of the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. At 
the outset, let me say I was shocked to 
hear awhile ago what the gentleman re
ported. I wish to go on record to say we 
may not have agreed on some things 
having to do with defense matters---the 
gentleman sits on the Committee on 
Armed Services and I have large defense 
bases in my district--we may not agree 
on all of that but I would be the last one 
to ever impugn the integrity, reputation 
or voracity of the gentleman. I think 
if anything the gentleman stands for 
integrity. The record of service to our 
country has been great. I understand the 
gentleman was a marine. 

I have one question: How can we rec
oncile the House allowing this particu
lar thing happening with respect to the 
Committee on Standards of Oflicial Con
duct in having the power to withhold 
information. For example, suppose they 
go into this case involving the gentle
man in the well and it is the decision 
that the FBI or the intelligence com
munity says, "We will give you this in
formation provided you do not let Mr. 
CARR have it." 

I really want to know about this. There 
seems to be no concern about this. Is 
that of great concern to the gentleman? 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Speaker, I share the 
concern of the gentleman from Texas. I 
have listened carefully to the gentleman's 
remarks with regard to the expulsion to
day and his remarks later this afternoon 
in a special order. 

I share the gentleman's concern about 
some of the methods and procedures of 
the Committee on Standards of Oflicial 
Conduct. However, I do not believe there 
will be a particwar problem with respect 
to the investigation recommendation 
that they make. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

THE NINE-DIGIT ZIP CODE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from North Carolina (Mr. PREYER) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. PREYER. Mr. Speaker, on Feb
ruary 1, 1981, the U.S. Postal Service 
plans to implement what it calls a ZIP 
code expansion program. The Postal 
Service proposal involves installing a 
substantial amount of very expensive 
automated equipment, as well as expand
ing ZIP codes from five to nine digits. 
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Because the Congress and the public 
were without answers to some very basic 
matters concerning this proposal, the 
Subcommittee on Government Informa
tion and Individual Rights, which I 
chair, held hearings several weeks ago to 
examine the Postal Service plan. How
ever, we came away from those hearings 
with more uncertainties than answers. 

In an effort to get some of these an
swered before the Postal Service is irrev
ocably committed to a costly and com
plex venture, over 100 Members of Con
gress have joined Congressman ToM 
KINDNESS and me in requesting that the 
Postmaster General delay implementa
tion of the ZIP code expansion program. 
The text of our letter and a sense of the 
Congress resolution, which many of these 
Members have also joined as cosponsors, 
follow: 

GOVERNMENT INFORMATION AND 
INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS SUBCOMMITTEE, 

Washington, D.C., October 2, 1980. 
Hon. WILLIAM F. BoLGER, 
Postmaster General, U.S. Postal Service, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. POSTMASTER GENERAL: We request 
that you delay implementation of ZTP COde 
expansion unt11 the Postal Service and the 
Congress have exa,mined fully the impact of 
this proposal. 

We sense great concern in the business 
community about the cost of changing ma.n
ing lists to 9 digit ZIP cOdes. Furthermore, 
judging from the many inquiries we have 
received, our constituents are also question
ing the needless confusion that an 81ddi
tiona.l four numbers may bring. These con
cerns seem valid. 

Assistant Postmaster General Michael 
Coughlin told the House Subcomlnitte on 
Government Information and Individual 
Rights on September 17 that the ZIP COde 
expansion plan cannot work "without the 
help, confidence, and a degree of pastience 
on the part of our customers." It is our 
considered opinion that you will have neither 
the help nor the confidence of the public 
if you proceed with the plan as proposed. 

To date, there appears to have been little 
1! any consideration by the Postal ServicP. 
of the social impact of the plan, no real 
consideration of the cost to mailers, and no 
coordination with existing, pre-sort busi
ness mail programs. In 81ddi tion, technical 
issues are still unresolved; there has been a 
failure in planning to distinguish between 
the need for 81dditiona.l ZTP digits; and there 
has been no study of alternatives, such as 
providing incentives to business mailers to 
imprint special bar-coding on billing and 
reply mail, a particularly glaring omission 
since the real target of the extra sorting 
numbers is large business mailers, not the 
public. 

We look forward to your immediate re
sponse to our request that you halt imple
mentation of the ZIP COde expansion. 

Sincerely, 
Richard Preyer, Chairman; Thomas N. 

Kindness, Ranking Minority Member; Jack 
Brooks, Texas; James Abdnor, South Da
kota; Joseph P. Adda.bbo, New York; Ike 
Andrews, North Carolina; Bill Archer, Texas; 
Berkley Bedell, Iowa; Anthony c. Beilenson, 
California; Wil11am M. Brodhead, Michigan; 
Clarence J. Brown, OhLo; Clair W. Burgener, 
California.; John L. Burton, California; Car
roll A. Campbell, Jr., South Carolina; Wil
liam Carney, New York; T1In Lee carter, 
Kentucky; John J. Cavanaugh, Nebraska; 
Don H. Clausen, California; James c. Cleve
land, New Hampshire; Tony Coelho, Cali-

fornia; Ca.rdiss Co111ns, lllinois; Barber B. 
Conable, Jr., New York; Daniel B. Crane, 
lllinois; Norman E. D'Amours, New Hamp
shire; Dan Daniel, Virginia; Thomas A. 
Daschle, South Dakota; Robert W. bavis, 
Michigan; John D. Dingell, Michigan; Robert 
K. Dornan, California; David F. Emery, 
Maine. 

Glenn English, Oklahoma; David W. Evans, 
Indiana; Millicent Fenwick, New Jersey; 
Joseph L. Fisher, Virginia; Floyd J. Fithian, 
Indiana; Edwin B. Forsythe, New Jersey; 
L. H. Fountain, North Carolina: Blll 
Frenzel, Minnesota; Don Fuqua, Florida; 
Sam Gibbons, Florida; Dan Glickman, Kan
sas; Barry M. Goldwater, Jr., California; 
Lamar Gudger, North Carolina; Tennyson 
Guyer, Ohio; Tom Hagedorn, Minnesota; 
Sam B. Hall, Jr., Texas; George Hansen, 
Idaho; W. G. (Bill) Hefner, North Carolina; 
CecU Heftel, Hawaii; Jon Hinson, Mississippi; 
Harold C. E:ollenbeck, New Jersey; Carroll 
Hubbard, Jr., Kentucky; Richard H. !chord, 
Missouri; Jim Jeffries, Kansas. 

James P. Johnson, Colorado; Walter B. 
Jones, North Carolina; Robert W. Kasten
meier, Wisconsin; Ray Kogovsek, Colorado; 
Peter H. Kostmayer, Pennsylvania.; Ken 
Kramer, Colorado; John J. LaFalce, New 
York; Robert J. Lagomarsino, California; 
Delbert L. Latta, Ohio; Manuel Lujan, Jr., 
New Mexico; Dan Lungren, California; Ed
ward R. Madigan, nunois; Andrew Maguire, 
New Jersey; Ron Ma.rlenee, Montana; James 
G. Martin, North Carolina; Robert T. Matsui, 
California; Romano L. Mazzoli, Kentucky; 
Joseph M. McDade, Pennsylvania; Larry Mc
Donald, Georgia.; Matthew F. McHugh, New 
York; Stewart B. McKinney, Connecticut; 
Anthony Toby Moffett, Connecticut; Robert 
H. Mollohan, West Virginia; John T. Myers, 
Indiana; Stephen L. Neal, North Carolina. 

B111 Nichols, Alabama; Leon E. Panetta, 
California; Claude Pepper, Florida; Charles 
Rose, North Carolina; Benjamin S. Rosenthal, 
New York; Toby Roth, Wisconsin; navid E. 
Satterfield Ill, Virginia; Patricia Schroeder, 
Colorado; John F. Seiberling, Ohio; Ph111p R. 
Sharp Indiana; Norman D. Shumway, Cali
fornia; Paul Simon, Il11nois: Gene Snyder, 
Kentucky; Fernand J. StGermain, Rhode Is
land; Arian Stangeland, Minnesota; J. Wil
liam Stanton, O'Pio; Fortney H. (Pete) Stark, 
California; Bob Stump, Arizona; Mike Synar, 
Oklahoma; Thomas J. Tauke, Iowa; Ha..rold L. 
Volkmer, Missouri; Doug Walgren, Penn
sylvania; Robert S. Walker, Pennsyh,<~.nia. 

Ted Weiss, New York; Richard c. White, 
Texas; Charles Whitley, North Carolina; Lyle 
W11liams, Ohio; Pat Williams. 1\.fontan!l.· 
Larry Winn, Jr .. Kansas; Timothy E. Wlrth, 
Colorado; Gus Yatron, Pennsylvania.; Robert 
A. Young, Missouri; James T . Broyhill, North 
Carolina; Robert W. Daniel, Jr., Virginia; 
Allen E. Ertel, Pennsylvania; Kent Hance, 
Texas; William J. Hu~hes, :1\Tew .:rersey: 
Olympia J. Snowe, Maine; Bob Traxler, 
Michigan; Jack Hightower, Texas; Frank 
Horton, New York; Henry A. Waxman, Cali
fornia; Matthew J. Rinaldo, New Jersey. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
Resolved by the House of Representatives 

(the Senate concurring), 
Whereas the U.S. Postal Service has not 

answered fully the many questions concern
ing its plan to expand the ZIP Code to nine 
digits, nor fully resolved the technical issues 
involved; 

Whereas the U.S. Postal Service proposes 
to pay approximately $1,000,000,000 for new, 
automated, mail-sorting equipment and !or 
related changes required to expand the Zip 
Code; 

Whereas the U.S. Postal Service has chosen 
not to examine the cost to businesses, non
profit organizations, and institutions as well 

as to all levels of government to convert 
their ma111ng lists and make other changes 
necessary to implement the nine-digit code 
numbers; 

Whereas the cost to these organizations to 
convert to the nine digits may equal the 
$1,000,000,000 that the U.S. Postal Service 
wm pay; 

Whereas the U.S. Postal Service could 
achieve significant productivity gains simply 
by employing new automated equipment to 
sort mail carrying the current five digit ZIP 
Codes; 

Whereas the U.S. Postal Service has not 
studied alternatives, such as providing in
centives to business mailers to imprint 
special bar-coding on billing and reply mail; 

Whereas, according to the U.S. Postal 
Service, use of the expanded ZIP Codes wm 
not speed the delivery of mall; 

Whereas there is widespread public disen
chantment with the plan of the U.S. Postal 
Service to expand the ZIP Code to nine 
digits: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the U.S. 
Postal Service should halt plans for its ZIP 
Code expansion until such time as the Serv
ice and the Congress have fully examined 
the cost to the Service, as well as to mailers, 
the social consequences, and the technical 
issues associated with that proposal, and 
that in no case should the U.S. Postal Serv
ice expand the z-p Code beyond its current 
five digits without first fully examining 
other means of improving productivity in 
the sorting of mail.e 

LEGISLATION ON ALASKA LANDS 
BILL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Arizona <Mr. UDALL) is recog
nized for 30 minutes. 
o Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing a bill that contains a pack
age of proposed amendments that many 
of my colleagues believe provides a blue
print for a comprehensive settlement of 
the many and complex issues still sepa
rating the House and the Senate on the 
Alaska lands bill. 

The bill is cosponsored by the acting 
chairman of the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries, THOMAS 
ASHLEY, and by Representatives ToM 
EVANS Of Delaware, JOHN SEIBERLING Of 
Ohio, and PHILLIP BURTON of California. 
Represent3.tive JOHN DINGELL of Michi
gan, a senior member of the committee 
with jurisdiction over wildlife refuges, 
has made a number of recommendations 
that have been incorporated into the 
bill. 

The House has a long and distin
guished record on this issue and so it is 
important, I think, that my colleagues 
understand what these amendments are 
and what they are not, and how we have 
arrived at this process. 

In late August, the Senate passed for 
the first time a version of the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation 
Act <H.R. 39). The Senate bill was the 
product of a month of intensive private 
negotiations among various key Sena
tors, conducted after supporters of posi
tions close to those already adopted by 
the House showed remarkable strength 
on the Senate floor. 

At no time did I or any other Member 
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of the House, or our aides, participate in 
these negotiations. Nothing in the Senate 
bill represents an agreement to which I 
or any other Member of the House has 
been a party, formally or otherwise. The 
Senators worked hard and diligently and 
came up with a bill far superior to the 
Senate Energy Committee proposal, but 
a good deal below the standard set by 
the House. 

At that point, I would have strongly 
favored following regular order and 
going to conference with the Senate to 
resolve our differences. Even today, I 
would still like to accommodate the sug
gestion of the gentleman from Alaska 
<Mr. YouNG) to proceed to a conference. 
But that is not possible. 

It takes two parties for such a mar
riage and the Senate is the reluctant 
bride that will not come to the altar. 
Any conference report would present 
opportunities to the Senate's corps of 
filibuster artists and also would neces
sarily produce a bill that lies in between 
the House and Senate positions, a result 
that to this day the Senate principals 
have never found acceptable. 

So, with no possibility of conference, 
we have been left with only two options. 
First, we could simply accept the Senate 
bill. From the hundreds of letters, phone 
calls, and conversations I have had with 
my colleagues, interest groups, and 
average American citizens, I know that 
such a course is just not acceptable. 

The other path, the one we have chosen, 
is the path of the private discussion and 
negotiation among the principals in the 
Senate and the principal supporters of 
the House position on this side. For 6 
weeks we have been walking this road. 
For more than 4 weeks, the Senate sim
ply declined to walk it with us, appar
ently in the belief that after 4 years of 
hard work the House would grow tired 
of this business and travel the route they 
had determined. Finally, in the past 2 
weeks, Members of the House and Sen
ate sat down in an effort to 3l!Tive at a 
mutually acceptable package of amend
ments to H.R. 39. 

I am making public these amendments 
today not because those negotiations 
have succeeded, but because they have 
not succeeded. Proposals and counter
proposals have been exchanged repeat
edly, as late as last night, and I expect 
us to keep exchanging proposals. So far, 
however, we have not bridged a large 
gap. So this package does not represent 
any secret agreement with the Senate, 
nor is it a ploy designed to up the ante 
and force anvone's hand? It certainly is 
not intended to terminate discussion and 
negotiation. 

This is simply our conceot, shared by 
many of our colleagues, of the blueprint 
for a fair and eouitable settlement of the 
issues that divide t he House and Senate 
bills. I cannot overemphasize my conclu
sion that the Alaska lands bill, amended 
as we propos~. would pro~de major new 
benefits not JUst to the conservationists 
of this country, but to the State of Alas
ka, to native communities, sport hunters 
and trappers, the oil and gas industry, 
hardrock miners, and the timber indus
try. It is a blueprint that advances the 
interests of all parties on all fronts. And 
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it will be apparent to anyone who exam
ines our package with an open mind that 
our concessions far outweigh our de
mands. 

Let me briefly outline what our pack
age would do. First, we would accept the 
Senate bill as the basic text and change 
it as follows: 

For sport· hunters, we propose to ex
pand the hunting preserve acreage in 
national parks by nearly 1 million acres 
over the Senate bill and 3 million acres 
over the House bill. Prime hunting lands 
in the Wrangells-St. Elias, Denali, and 
Lake Clark National Parks that other
wise would be closed to hunting by both 
bills would be opened by our amend
ments. 

For the State of Alaska, our bill would 
accept the Senate conveyance of about 
35 million acres of Federal land to State 
ownership, including about 2.5 million 
acres which the State currently has not 
legal right to select. These include lands 
within the House's boundaries for the 
Selawik, Yukon Flats, Koyukuk, Nowit
na, and Arctic National Wildlife Refuges 
and the Denali National Park. In addi
tion, our bill also would make available 
for State selection the south Steese area 
near Fairbanks while returning to House 
conservation units the Circle Benchlands 
and Your Creek areas. 

We would confirm the new rights 
granted the State of Alaska by the Sen
ate bill to make overselections, and to 
"top file" throughout the Federal lands 
in Alaska except for conservation sys
tem units, national forests, and the na
tional petroleum reserve-Alaska. It also 
allows an additional 10 years for com
pletion of the State's selection of lands 
under the Statehood Act. 

For oil and gas development, we would 
accept the Senate's proposal that the 
coastal plain of the Arctic National Wild
life Range be subjected to seismic test
ing with a congressional decision 6 years 
from now on whether to proceed with 
full-scale exploration. As my colleagues 
well know, this issue has been one of the 
preeminent battles in the entire Alaska 
lands debate and on two occasions the 
House has said the area must be a wil
derness closed to oil and gas develop
ment. This major concession we propose 
to make would be modified only by add
ing an additional 6 months to the base
line wildlife study. 

For the timber industry in southeast 
Alaska, our amendments would accept 
the Senate's mandate that an average 
of 450 million board feet of timber be 
made available each year to the two pulp 
mills operating off the Tongass National 
Forest. And we would accept the Senate 
bill's requirement that $40 million be 
available annually for roadbuilding and 
other activities to assure achievement 
of that objective. 

In exchange for these and other con
cessions too numerous to mention we ask 
only modest improvements that would 
recognize 4 years of hard work by this 
House and thousands of concerned citi
zens to preserve for all Americans their 
most precious and dwindling wilderness 
resource. 

We ask for 3.5 million acres of wilder
ness more than provided by the Senate 

bill, still 7 million acres less than our 
House bill. We also would redistribute 
some wilderness so that key lands that 
need the special protection of wilderness 
will get it. 

We ask that the Copper River Delta 
be designated a refuge so that one of the 
most bountiful waterfowl nesting and 
breeding areas in all of Alaska can be 
properly managed. 

We would protect the Karta, RockY 
Pass, and East West Chichagof areas in 
southeast Alaska, insist that the Forest 
Service offer the Sitka natives suitable 
lands off Admiralty Island for them to 
consider as an option to lands there, re
duce the U.S. Borax wilderness exclusion 
in the Misty Fjords National Monument 
to a reasonable figure and shave the 23-
million-acre Teshekpuk-Utukok wildlife 
refuge to two relatively small refugees 
totaling less than 8 million acres. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a reasonable, 
forthright package of amendments. It 
will be clear to anyone who examines 
this proposal with an open mind that we 
are conceding far more than we are de
manding and that we are not seeking 
total victory, but a settlement that pro
tects what needs and deserves to be pro
tected, while allowing Alaska and the 
Nation to benefit from the State's great 
economic wealth. 

When we come back in November we 
intend to put before the House a bill sim
ilar to the amendments we propose to
day. After Senate passage of the amend
ments, House passage of the Senate's 
Alaska lands bill would be assured. 

SECTION·BY·SECTION ANALYSIS OF ALASKA 
LANDS AMENDMENTS ACT 

The b111 is in two titles. Title I has two 
·sections, which set forth certain findings 
(corresponding closely to findings contained 
in the Alaska National Interest Lands COn
servation Act, H.R. 39, as pasr:>ed by the House 
in 1979) and purposes, and provides !or a 
short title-the "Alaska Lands Amendment& 
Act". 

Title II contains detailed amendments to 
the Senate-passed version of the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act. 
There are 25 sections. 

Section 201 provides a definition of the 
term " Act", which is used repeatedly 
throughout the title. The term is defined as 
referring to t he Alaska National Interest 
Lands Conservation Act, and thus refers to 
the Senate version of H .R. 39 and contem
plates that version being accepted by the 
House in conjunction with the Senate's pas
sage of t he Alaska Lands Amendments Act. 

Section 202 deals with the Tongass Na
t ional Forest in Southeast Alaska. It revises 
t he Senate blll's designation of the West 
Chichagof-Yakobi Wilderness area so as to 
conform t hat wilderness to the boundaries 
in t he House-p~ed bill . It also designates 
t he Karta and Rocky Pass areas (recom
mended as wilderness by t he President and 
designated as wilderness in the House-passed 
bill) as further planning areas. 

Sect ion 203 amends section 705 of the Sen
ate b ill t o clarl!y t he relationship between 
the provision-; of that section and the Ton
gass Land Management Plan, and the man
ner in which that section is t o be adminis
tered. 

Section 204 a mends t he Senate bill's pro
visions regarding the conveyance of certain 
lands to Shee Atlka, Inc., so as t o require the 
Forest Service to offer to tho!:e Natives an 
option of receiving lands elsewhere than an 
Admiralty Jsland. 

Section 205 amends the Senate blll so as 
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to bring the Russell Fjords and Misty Fjords 
National Monument wilderness areas closer 
to the House-passed version and to revise the 
provisio.ns of the Senate bill dealing with ac
tivities within the Misty Fjords National 
Monument related to mineral development. 

Section 206 amends the Senate blll so as 
to restore to the Yukon Flats National Wild
life Refuge certain lands which were deleted 
from tnc.t refuge in the Senate bill (some 
in interests of State selection and some for 
inclusion in national conservation area). 

section 207 restores to the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge the Your Creek drainage, 
which was deleted from refuge status by the 
Senate bill. 

section 208 revises the boundaries and 
designations of the Denall National Park and 
Preserve as contained in the Senate blll; 
it also provides that the name of Mt. McKin
ley can hereafter be changed only by Act of 
Congress. 

Section 209 strikes from the Senate blll 
all of that blll's Section 401 (designating 
a national conservation area). The result is 
to make the southern part of the Steese 
Conservation Area. avallable for State selec
tion or for multiple-use management by the 
Bureau of Land Management (the northern 
Steese area is restored to wildlife refuge sta
tus as part of the Yukon Flats National Wild
life Refuge). 

Section 210 amends the Senate blll so as 
to designate an additional river segment as 
a scenic river, namely the Ramparts section 
of the Yukon River, as provided for in the 
House-passed bill. 

Section 211 amends section 906 of the 
Senate blll to revise that section's provisions 
regarding the land-selection interests of the 
State of Alaska under the Alaska Statehood 
Act. 

Section 212 amends the Senate blll so as 
to designate additional wilderness areas 
within units of the National Park System and 
National WUdllfe Refuge System. 

Section 213 amends the Senate bUl so as 
to designate the Copper River Delta area as 
a national wildlife refuge. 

Section 214 amends the Senate blll's desig
nation of areas within the Wrangell-St. Elias 
area as a National Park and Preserve, so as 
to provide additional acreage as a National 
Pre:-erve, where sport hunting may be 
. permitted. 

Section 215 contains a number of miscel
laneous amendments to the Senate bUl, In
cluding corrections of terminology, revised 
wording of some administrative provisions, 
and the like. 

Section 216 revises the time-frame for the 
baseline studies to be carried out in con
junction with the seismic study of oil and 
gas potential of the coastal plain of the wn
llam 0. Douglas Arctic National Wildlife 
Range. 

Section 217 revises section 1326 of the Sen
ate blll to clarify the relationship between 
that section and the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act and also between that section 
and other sections of the Senate-passed 
Alaska lands bill. 

Section 218 amends the Senate blll by in
cluding therein provisions (simllar to those 
1n the House blll) for an immediate legis
lative conveyance to the various qualifying 
Native Villages of the townships in which the 
villages are situated, oursuant to the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act. 

Section 220 contains numerous technical, 
conforming, and perfecting amendments to 
the· Senate blll. 

Section 221 contains several additional 
amendments to the Senate blll, including 
provisions for designation of a Teshekpuk 
National Wildlife Refuge and a Utukok Na
tional Wildlife Refuge (each including some 
lands presently included within the National 
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska.) . 

Section 222 amends the Senate blll so as 
to provide for a program of expedited on and 
gas leasing within the Teshekpuk and Utukok 
National Wildlife Refuges. 

Section 223 amends the Senate bill to make 
clear that it applies only to Alaska. 

Section 224 amends the Senate bill to pro
vide that the unit boundaries of the various 
wUd and scenic rivers can extend as far as 
one mile on each side of each such river. 

Section 225 amends the Senate bill to pro
vide interim management guidance for areas 
which may subsequently be recommended 
for wilderness designation.e 

HUMANITARIAN AWARD 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Florida (Mr. PEPPER) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, distin
guished colleagues, and all who read this 
REcoRD, I would like to commend to your 
attention a highly esteemed business
man and eminent humanitarian of our 
community in Dade County, Fla., Mr. 
Arthur H. Courshon. 

Arthur Courshon, chairman of the 
board of the Washington Savings & Loan 
Association of Florida, will be honored 
by B'nai B'rith with its highest honor, 
the humanitarian award, at a testimo
nial dinner and ball on November 15, at 
the Sheraton Bal Harbour in Miami 
Beach. 

An outstanding American, Arthur 
Courshon is much more than a business
man; he is an involved community 
leader. 

Mr. Courshon is former president of 
the National Savings and Loan League, 
past cochairman of the Anti-Defamation 
League dinner, a member of the Board 
of the Florida Committee for the Weiz
man Institute of Science in Israel, a cor
porate founder of the Mount Sinai Med
ical Center in Miami Beach, and is now 
serving on the board of directors of the 
Miami Heart Institute . 

'In addition, he has well served his 
community. He is a member of the cit
izens board of the University of Miami 
and a member of the Pillars Club of the 
United Way of Dade County. 

Let me commend to all this capable 
and responsible citizen of my commu
nity, who has effectively extended him
self beyond his personal interests in the 
service of humanity. He is a man whose 
commitment to his community exempli
fies the finest in both American and Jew
ish tradition. B'nai B'rith is proud to 
honor him with this award.e 

SUPERFUND 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Indiana <Mr. BRADEMAS) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 
• Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, among 
the major accomplishments of the House 
this year was the passage of the two 
so-called superfund bills, the Compre
hensive Oil and Chemical Pollution 
Liability and Compensation Act to pro
vide for the cleaning· up of hazardous 
spills and the Hazardous Waste Con
tainment Act to pay for the cleaning up 
of sites containing toxic waste. 

It gratified me, Mr. Speaker, to read 
recently an editorial in the Elkhart 
Truth, a newspaper in my district in 
Indiana, congratulating the House on 
its action and calling upon the Senate 
to take similar action. 

I commend the editorial to my col
leagues. The text of the editorial from 
the Elkhart Truth of September 23, 1980, 
follows: 

SUPERFUND NECESSrrY 
The horror stories of LC\ve Canal and other 

chemical dumps, and spUls of oil and chemi
cals, have Americans generally convinced 
that something has to be done to provide 
for cleanup in these situations. But this is 
terribly expensive. F·ixing responsibility and 
finding the money are so difficult that actual 
cleanup is far behind discoveries of the 
extent of the problem. 

Part of the answer is to make the spillers 
and dumpers responsible for the cost of the 
damage th~y cause. But there are many cases 
of old dumps where owners can't be found 
or sp1lls where those responsible aren't 
equipped for cleanup. The best approach 
devised so far for these cases is a fund
called Superfund, paid largely by oil and 
chemical ~Jompanies-that could pay for im
mediate ~leanup, to be reimbursed later if 
the responsible parties can be identified. 

A version of Superfund has passed the 
House. The Senate is studying a stronger 
one, and getting bo~ged down in compli
cations. There is a danger that lobbying 
pressure from the oil and chemical indus
tries may prevent passage in the short time 
left for this Congress. But this problem 
obviously is too much for individuals to 
handle, or even individual companies, how
ever large. It is in everyone's interest to pass 
a concerted solution.e 

LITHUANIANS ARRESTED FOR DEM
ONSTRATING OUTSIDE SOVIET 
E,MBASSY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Georgia <Mr. McDoNALD) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, our 
Department of State has an unblem
ished record of being tough with little 
nations that cannot fight back. The little 
nation of Lithuania is no exception to 
this stalwart policy of our brave Depart
ment of State. While outwardly we still 
mainltain the fiction that we do not 
recognize the Soviet seizure of the Baltic 
States of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia, 
present policy has been to play this down 
and make no provision for their con
tinued diplomatic representation in 
Washington, D.C. Does anyone think 
for a moment that the Soviets would 
ever give us such a break? They have on 
tap a national liberation front for every 
non-Communist nation in the world 
which either is actively subverting the 
present governmelllt or waiting in the 
wings to go on stage. 

But more to the point, Federal of
ficials have gone to great lengths to see 
that every Iranian student is fully pro
tected under our "bill of rights" no mat
ter how nasty they become, and yet our 
Government insists on fully prosecuting 
and punishing 13 American students of 
Lithuanian descent who where demon
strating their suport of the Olympic boy
cott and protesting the Soviet invasion 
of Afghanistan near the Soviet Embassy 
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in Washington, D.C. All this in rather 
strange contrast to the Carter adminis
tration bombast about cutting off tech
nology and wheat from the Soviets. It 
appears that the lesson to be learned 
here is not toy with the United States 
if you are weak and small •. ~ut work y~ur 
will if you are in a pos1t10n to strike 
back, because the policymakers down
town are a cowardly bunch. I strongly 
urge that the Justice Department come 
to its senses and drop this case and tum 
to more important items pertinent to our 
internal security, many of which I have 
called to their attention.• 

ADMIRATION FOR LITHUANIAN 
RESISTANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Massachusetts <Mr. MoAK
LEY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to express genuine admiration for 
the continued Lithuanian resistance to 
Soviet oppression. The strong will and 
determination of these people are clearly 
manifest in the 40-year history of their 
struggle to retain what all freedom lov
ing people agree are basic human rights. 

The Lithuanian people have contin
ually obstructed Soviet attempts to deny 
them their independence and freedoms 
of thought, conscience, and religion. We 
cannot help but respect the persistence 
they have exhibited in their efforts to 
regain these freedoms and the right to 
political self -determination. 

The United States has always cham
pioned the Jeffersonian principle of self
government and worldwide obedience to 
a doctrine of human rights. Our views 
on such issues are clearly stated in both 
the Constitution and the Declaration of 
Independence. 

The time has come for us to voice our 
continued support for the Lithuanian 
cause and to make known our recogni
tion of the plight of enslaved people 
throughout the world. We must do our 
utmost to assist these people in their 
struggles to recapture the freedoms of 
which they have been deprived. It is with 
this thought that I urge support for H .R. 
5407, which provides for the continued 
funding of the Lithuanian legation and 
its personnel. 

It is also in this spirit that we should 
support the efforts of the Lithuanian 
Americans in their attempt to express 
their extreme dissatisfaction with Soviet 
aggression. The incident outside the So
viet Embassy in Washington several 
months ago was an unfortunate one, but 
it is the opinion of most observers that 
the protestors have already been sum
ciently dealt with for their violation of 
the D.C. Code which prohibits congre
gating within 500 feet of an embassy. We 
cannot discount the strong feelings they 
have for their fellow countrymen any 
more than we can ignore the causes for 
which they and others like them are 
fighting.e 

COURT DECISION ON CENSUS IS 
NOT ENOUGH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York <Mr. BINGHAM) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 
• Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I was 
heartened by the recent district court 
decision ordering an adjustment of the 
census figures for the expected under
count of blacks and Hispanics. By en
joining the Bureau of the Census from 
delivering the population counts to the 
President or the States until these ad
justments are made, the court has taken 
a step toward ending the controversy 
which has surrounded the census for 
many months. Unfortunately, even if the 
inevitable appeals are upheld, this ruling 
will only be a partial solution to the 
problems New York City has with the 
census. Therefore, I support the further 
court action which New York State and 
New York City have determined they 
must take. I also support the actions of 
my colleagues who have introduced leg
islation in their efforts to solve the prob
lem of a census undercount. 

The ruling of U.S. District Court Judge 
Horace Gilmore in Young against Klutz
nick merits praise for its eloquent and 
thorough defense of the right to vote and 
the right to have one's vote count equal
ly with all other votes. In this case be
tween the city of Detroit and the Bureau 
of the Census, Judge Gilmore rightly 
concluded that-

Where a. known differential undercount of 
Black persons and Hispanic persons a.s com
pared with white persons of 4 to 1 has the 
effect of denying persons equal weight of 
vote and equal representation, by virtue of 
the large concentrations of Blacks and His
panics in metropolitan areas and/ or regions 
of the Southwest, the principle of one-man, 
one-vote is clearly violated. 

I hope this ruling will lead to a satis
factory solution for Detroit and for all 
other areas of the country where an un
dercount is likely. However, New York 
City is a demographically comT'lex area 
and has unique problems. While we de
light in the ethnic diversity of our city, 
this diversity creates special problems in 
obtaining an accurate population count. 
For example, many of our residents do 
not speak English which makes partici
pation in the census extremely dim
cult. My congressional district includes 
people who speak only Russian, Albanian, 
Jamaican, and Chinese in addition, of 
course, to those who speak only Span
ish. In h igh-crime areas people are reluc
tant to open their doors to strangers, in
cluding census enumerators. Further, in 
these areas, enumerators might be fear
ful of doing their work as thoroughly as 
they might in safer areas. Deteriorated 
housing in parts of my district makes it 
difflcult to tell whether many of the 
buildings are inhabited, let alone to 
enumerate their occupants. I have found 
over the years that when families es
cape their homes in devastated areas 
they often move in with friends or rela
tives nearby. These people are reluctant 

to be counted since they may be violat
ing restrictions on the number of people 
allowed in one dwelling. Because of these 
characteristics of my district, I am con
cerned that an adjustment for blacks 
and Hispanics, which may be an ade
quate solution for Detroit, is only a par
tial solution for New York City. 

Mrs. Evelyn Mann, a demographer 
with New York City for the past 30 years 
and director of the population division of 
the department of city planning in New 
York City, has offered some conservative 
estimates of the undercount in New York 
City in an amdavit for the joint lawsuit 
by New York State and New York City 
against the Bureau of the Census. The 
minimum undercount, according to her 
calculations, is about 800,000 people. She 
categorizes them this way: 

Undocumented aliens (581,000), blacks 
of non-Hispanic origin <131,0,00) adult 
male members of public assistance 
households <116,000), Hispanics includ
ing blacks of Hispanic origin <116,000), 
persons engaged in illegal activity < 100,-
000), whites (84,000), and selected 
groups within the Asian and Pacific 
Islander population <15,500). 

Mrs. Mann's figure of 8001,000 people 
not only uses an extremely conservative 
estimate of undocumented aliens in New 
York City, but also excludes the poten
tial undercount for unreported children, 
the aged, homeless people, and people 
with language difflculties other than 
those included in the groups above. 

In its case ag:~inst the Bureau of the 
Census, New York City has raised very 
serious charges of mismanagement 
against the Bureau. The city has been 
frustrated bY the Bureau's refusal to take 
advantage of expert knowledge of New 
York City which people such as Evelyn 
Mann can offer. In her amdavit of Au
gust 20, 1980, Mrs. Mann criticized the 
Bureau for its rigid insistence on using 
only those procedures which it can ap
ply nationally: 

This attitude has serious detrimental con
sequences for New York City given its unique 
size, density, and diversit y in many ways 
which directly relates to the ability to enu
merate. Even within New York Cit y, enu
meration procedures which can be highly 
successful in one neighborhood can be seri
ously inadequate in another. The Bure:au's 
failure to recognize this actuality and aesign 
procedures which are locallty-specific results 
in a. bias against a. complete count in New 
York City which does not exist for those 
localities which more closely compare with 
the national norms. 

I recognize that there have been dra
matic ch1nges in the demographic pro
file of our country in the last decade, 
changes such as the shift from the Frost 
Belt to the Sun Belt and a decline in the 
average number of persons per house
hold. I can accept these changes and 
that the population of the Bronx 
has declined. However, before I can ac
cept the 1980 census figures , and before 
I agree to depend on that count for the 
next 10 years on behalf of the people I 
represent, I must be satisfied that every-
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thing possible has been done to make 
sure that the population count is as ac
curate as possible. 

The State of New York and New York 
City are determined, in spite of the De
troit ruling, to pursue court action to 
insure an accurate count of their resi
dents. I support their efforts as well as 
the efforts of my colleagues in both the 
House and Senate who have introduced 
legislation calling for an adjustment of 
the undercount using the best or most 
appropriate methodology available. 

When the Bureau of the Census stud
ies the question of the most appropriate 
adjustment methodologies to employ in 
its procedures, it must not neglect the 
possibility of recanvassing portions of 
New York City, and perhaps of other 
parts of the country, where statistical 
adjustment without further field work 
may be inadequate. Judge Gilmore has 
left the choice of methodology for ad
justment up to the skllled statisticians 
of the Census Bureau, and this is as it 
should be. I only suggest that the Bureau 
should not narrow its range of choices 
by automatically excluding further field 
studies without giving consideration to 
the special problems that were encoun
tered in enumerating areas such as New 
York City. 

In his ruling for Detroit, Judge Gil
more cited a 1963 Supreme Court deci
sion in which the Justices stated: 

The right to vote freely for the candidate 
of one's choice is the essence of a demo
cratic society, and any restrictions on that 
right strike at the heart of representative 
government. And the right of suffrage can be 
denied by a debasement or dilution of the 
weight of a citizen's vote just as effectively 
as by wholly prohibiting the free exercise 
of the franchise. 

The minorities and the poor in this 
country must not have their vote diluted 
simply because they are hard to count in 
the census. The Bureau of the Census 
must use all of the techniques at its dis
posal to adjust the census undercount 
and to prevent this injustice from oc
curring.• 

FINANCIAL STATEMENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. MURTHA) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e ~r. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, once 
agam this year I am inserting into the 
CONG~ESS~ONAL RECORD a VOluntary fi
nanCial disclosure statement covering my 
personal transactions and use of tax
payer funds in the operation of Pennsyl
va~ia's 12th District congressional office. 
Th1s statement consolidates other re
ports required to be filed by House rules 
and . in many cases goes beyond th~ 
reqmrements. 

On May 14, 1980, in compliance with 
the_ rules of the U.S. House of Represen
tatives, I filed the required financial dis
closure statement. 

I believe this additional statement 1s 

important for two reasons. First, to make 
clear that in the exercise of my duties 
I am subject to no conflicts of interest 
that would prevent me from representing 
the 12th Congressional District. Second, 
to make clear to constituents how tax 
moneys have been spent in operation of 
their congressional office. 

Mr. Speaker, I would now like to insert 
into the Record my financial statement 
covering January 1, 1979 through 
December 31, 1979. 

FINANCIAL STATEMENT 

PART I: PERSONAL FINANCES 

A. Taxes 
Total taxes paid for the year 1979 

amounted to $19,939.00, this included Fed
eral income tax and Pennsylvania state and 
local taxes. 

B. Sources of aZZ income 
My total income for 1979 amounted to 

$64,035, $58,027 was accounted for by my 
Congre3sional salwry and the balance was 
comprised of: interest on a. savings account 
I hold jointly with my wife; from the Ace 
Car Wash in Johnstown of which I am Sec
retary; interest from the Post Office Em
•ployees Credit Union; interest from the Lin
coln National Life : nsurance Company; hon
oraria for speeches from the Dravo Corpora
tion, C&K Coal Corpol'atlon, Institute of 
Scrap Iron & Steel, Inc., The Boeing Com
pany, and the Franklin Discussion Group; 
and dividends on stock owned in the First 
Tyler Bank and Trust Company of Sisters
ville, West Virginia, and AT&T. All outside 
income was in agreement with House Rules. 

c. Holdings and interests 

(1) Living accommoda.tions.-My wife and 
I jointly own a home in Johnstown where 
we have lived since 1961. In Washington I 
rented a.n apartment during 1979. 

(2) Stocks.-! own stock in the Ace Car 
Wash of Johnstown located on Roosevelt 
Boulevard. I have served as Secretary of 
t he Cwr Wash organization since 1966. I 
have a few shares of A&T and First Tyler 
Bank of West Virginia. 

(3) Bonds.-The only bonds I owned in 
1979 were U.S. Savings Bonds. 

(4) Loans.-As of December of 1979 I owed 
the Dale National Bank for loans made for 
routine home, auto and family expenses. 

( 5) Other assets.-The only other assets 
I have are life insurance policies with a cash 
value. 

PART II: OFFICE REPORT 

In 1979 the House of Representatives au
t horized an allowance for t he conduct of 
the official and representation duties of the 
12th Congressional District office. The 
amount allocated was $67,491. This allow
ance may be used for the expenses of travel, 
office equipment lease, district office lease, 
stationery, telecommunication, mass mail
ing.;;, postage, computer services and other 
official expenses approved by House Rules. 
In accordance with those rules, an addi
tional $15,000 was transferred into the ac
count covering official duties from the Clerk
Hire allowance. Thus, t he total for official 
expenses was $82,491. In 1979, of that total 
I eJOpended $73,748.60 of this allowance, with 
an unused balance of $8,742.40. Here is a 
breakdown of the spending. 

A. Office supply account 
This is a general fund used far the pur

chase of regular office supplies such as .pa
per, envelopes, stationery, pens, pencils, ·and 
other daily omce needs. Supply needs are 

particularly vital in re.spondlng to the 500-
750 pieces of mail the office receives each 
week. 

An additional item purchased !rom this 
account is American flags flown over the 
u.s. Capitol. In general, I as persons re
questing flags to pay for the flag themselves. 
There are cases, however, where a constitu
ent or organization (particularly nonprofit 
groups) deserves to be honored for outstand
ing service to our area or nation. In such 
instances, I purchase the flags !rom this ac
count. Examples during 1979 included a 
Portage Girl Scout Troop, a new Volunteer 
Fire Company building, several parks, and a 
Veterans Post. In 1979 I expended $17,421.79 
for office supplies. 

B. Postage 
This fund allows the purchase of stamps 

for official business use not covered by the 
Congressional frank. This includes foreign 
postage, special delivery, and cases of routine 
office procedure not covered by the frank. 
The occasion where the office uses the fund 
most is in purchasing special delivery stamps 
where it is important that a report or inquiry 
be returned to a. constituent or community 
official as quickly as possible. In 1979 I ex
pended $1,080 for postage. 

C. Communication 
The Communication fund was established 

to facilitate the correspondence between 
members and constituents. The uses I made 
of this fund were in typesetting and nega
tive preparation of newsletters and meeting 
notices, plus the preparation of polls and 
questionnaires. In 1979 I expended $543.38 
for communications. 

D. Computer 
In 1979 I expended $149 !or computer

related services, and I am working on com
puterizing many files to speed information 
to constituents. 

E. Equipment lease 
To operate the Congressional omce, lt 18 

essential to lease a number of pieces of 
equipment both in Washington and the dis
trict offices. These including copying ma
chines, typewriters, and similar items. In 
1979 I expended $11,072.39 for the leasing of 
office equipment. 

F. District office rent 
In 1979 I retained district offices in Johns

town, Kittanning, Somerset, Punxsutawney 
and Indiana. All, with the exception of the 
Indiana omce, are located in federal build
ings. In 1979 I expended $13,670 for the total 
rental of all offices. 

G. Official expenses 
Under this category items were covered !or 

official office actions not provided under other 
categories. As examples, I received $291.80 in 
reimbursements for official travel within the 
Congressional District. The costs of subscrip
tions to newspapers, and research items were 
paid from this account. Another item in
cluded was costs of taping my weekly radio 
report. In 1979 I expended $15,553.61 for of
ficial expenses. 

H. Travel 
This fund covers official trips between the 

Congressional District and Washington. Offi
cial ·business trips by staff between those 
locationa can also be reimbursed from this 
fund. Most every week I drive between 
Washington and the Congressional District. 
In 1979 I expended $4,044.28 for official travel. 

I . Telecommunications 
The basic costs of official telephone service 

and long distance calls are covered by this 
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account. In 1979 I ex·pended •10,.214.15 !or 
telecommunications. 

J. Staff 
During 1979 I was allowed a maximum of 

18 staff positions and a total allowance of 
$293,199. Of this amount, all positions were 
filled. At year's end the unused balance or 
my clerk-hire allowance was $9,894.55. This 
resulted from paying salaries plus the trans
fer of $15,000 into other accounts. I have six 
people on my staff in Washington including 
an administrative assistant; legislative as
sistant; case worker (projects, grants, etc.). 
two secretaries and a receptionist. 

The other staff members serve throughout 
the 12th Congressional District. All but three 
of the staff members presently or formerly 
resided in the 12th Congressional District. 

K. Government travel 
In 1979 I took seven trips as pert of my 

official oversight work as a member of the 
House Appropriations Committee. All those 
trips developed from my work on the De
fense Appropriations Subcommittee and were 
inspections of U.S. m111tary fac111ties. Those 
trips were: 

August 5 to August 11.-(Germany, Bel
glum) Transportation paid by government 
($1,409.61). I claimed $679 per diem. I toured 
N.A.T.O. be.ses and met with N.A.T.O. Com
manders to analyze allied power against the 
Soviets. 

October 21 to October 22.-(Guantana.mo 
Bay, Cuba) Travel by military aircmft. This 
trip inspected the Marine Landing at Guan
tanamo during the height of the Russian 
Troop situation. 

I also took five 1-de.y trips (leave in morn
ing, return in evening) here in the States. 
These trips were paid !or from existing m111-
tary budgets and were a series of checks I 
made on the ab111ties and readiness of 
American troops. 

February 12.-Parris Island, South Caro
nna, 

March 27.-Quantlco, Virginia, 
April 19.-Naval Training Center, Great 

Lakes Dlinois. 
May 18.-Aberdeen Proving Grounds, Mary

land. 
July 5.-Fort Benning, Georgia. 
Since taking office in 1974 I have returned 

to the Treasury a total of $136,119.61. These 
savings were realized while maintaining full 
service to the people of the 12th Congres
sional District.e 

JCP SEEKS COMMENTS ON RE
VISED PROPOSED REGULATIONS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from California <Mr. HAWKINS) 1s 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, on be
half of the Joint Committee on Print
ing, I inserted in the RECORD on August 1, 
1980, certain proposed interim changes 
to the Committee's Government Printing 
and Binding Regulations No. 24 dated 
April 1977. The purpose was to solicit 
comments on the proposed changes from 
as wide an audience as possible before 
any formal action was taken by the 
committee. 

Written comments and suggestions 
were received from almost 100 Federal 
officia~s. commercial contractors, and 
other mterestecl parties. These were sup
plemented by an equal number of tele
phoned comments and by individual dis
cussions held during the Joint Commit
tee's recent public meeting in Boston. All 
comments have been of great value in 

assisting the committee to evaluate the 
proposed changes. 

As a result, I am inserting today a re
vised version of proposed changes to our 
regulations which incorporates most of 
the suggestions received. Again, our ob
jective is to invite interested persons to 
submit comments or additional sugges
tions to the Joint Committee, S-151, U.S. 
capitol, Washington, D.C. 20510, on or 
before November 1, 1980. 

NEW PARAGRAPH 
1-4. ELECTRONIC PRINTING.-As Used in these 

regulations, electronic printing describes 
printing produced by or for the Federal Gov
ernment through the use of any electronic 
printing system, any integrated printing sys
tem, and any item of equipment forming a 
part of such systems, which can perform 
composition, image reproduction, or sort/ 
collating regardless of any other ca.pab111ty 
or function. Such systems may include two 
or more items of equipment, whether or not 
such equipment is listed in Title II of these 
regulations. 

REVISED PARAGRAPH 
2-1. CoPYING.-The term "copying" as used 

in these regulations means material pro
duced by or for a Federal department or 
agency by use of automatic copy-processing 
or copier-dupllcating equipment employing 
electrostatic, thermal or other copying proc
esses. Production llmlts shall be established 
for the use of such equipment by the Central 
Printing and Publlcations Management Or
ganization (CPPMO) of each department or 
agency. 

NEW PARAGRAPH 
4-4. PRINTING FACILITY.-The term "print

ing facmty" as used in these regulations 
means any federally owned or federally con
trolled !acili ty producing printing by use of 
(a) one or more pieces of equipment listed 
in Column 2 of the equipment tables, or (b) 
one or more pieces of automatic copy-proc
essing or copy-duplicating equLpment em
ploying electrostatic, thermal, or other copy
ing processes with a rated speed of 80 copies 
or more per minute. A printing facility shall 
not be operated for any Federal Government 
department or agency by a commercial con
tractor without prior written authorization 
by the Joint Committee on Printing. 

NEW PARAGRAPH 
4-5. Printing facillties and equipment 

owned or operated wholly or in part by the 
Government or at Government expense shall 
not produce more than 3,000 production 
units of any one page or work exceeding 
15,000 production units in the aggregate of 
multiple pages per individual document or 
publication, unless a waiver or specific au
thorization to exceed these llmlts is obtained 
from (a} the Central Printing and Publlca
tions Management Organization (CPPMO) 
described in paragraph 30 of these regula
tions or (b) the Joint Committee on 
Printing. 

NEW PARAGRAPH 
9-1. Acquisition of any electronic print

ing system, any integrated printing system, 
or item of equipment forming a part of sys
tems dedicated to printing processes, or to 
be used to produce printing whether or not 
ut111zing computer technology and regard
less of rated speed, requires prior written 
approval of the Joint Commlttee on Print
ing. This requirement shall be complied with 
regardless of bow such equipment is classi
fied by the General Services Administration 
(Federal Supply Services). Production ut111-
zation constraints and specific reporting re
quirements may be specified by the Joint 
Committee on Printing as part of such au
thorlza tion. 

NEW PARAGRAPH 
30. Central Printing and Publications 

Management Organization (CPPMO). Heads 
of Federal departments and agencies shall 
maintain under their direct supervision a 
Central Printing and Publications Manage
ment Organization (CPPMO) responsible !or: 

(a) Conducting a cost effective, coordi
nated program control11ng all materials de
veloped, produced, procured or distributed 
by the department or agency through the 
utilization of printing, electronic printing, 
copying, binding, and microform techniques 
as defined in these regulations. 

(b) Contro111ng the department's printing 
plants, printing fac111ties, copying, and 
printing and copying equipment. 

(c) Assuring the use of the most effi.cien t 
and cost effective method of printing and 
copying services. 

(d) Monitoring the preparation, review 
and timely submission of an prescribed 
reports. 

REVISED PARAGRAPH 
35-3. A contractor shall not produce or 

procure more than 3,000 production units 
of any one page or 15,000 production units 
in the aggregate of multiple pages per indi
vidual document or publication for a Fed
eral department or agency unless a waiver or 
specific authorization to exceed these limits 
is obtained !rom (a) the Central Printing 
and Publications Management Organization 
(CPPMO) or (b) the Joint Committee on 
Printing. For the purpose of this paragraph 
such pages may not exceed a maximum 
image size of 10% by 14~ inches. 

REVISED PARAGRAPH 
35-4. A contractor shall not produce or 

procure more than 250 duplicates !rom an 
original microform, as defined in paragraph 
7-2, for a Federal department or agency 
without authorization by (a) the Central 
Printing and Publications Management Orga
nization (CPPMO) or (b) the Joint Com
mittee on Printing. 

PAGE 7-REVISED FOOTNOTE 
1 Not authorized !or use by printing !ac111-

ties or in connection with copying as defined 
in paragraphs 2-1 and 4--4. 

PAGE 8-REVISED FOOTNOTE 
1 Acquisition of tandem presses, two unit 

perfecting presses, or duplex copy-duplica.· 
tors by all fac111ties shall be reported to the 
Joint Committee on Printing within 30 days. 

REVISED PARAGRAPH 
36-3. A grantee shall not produce or pro

cure more than 3,000 production units of any 
one page, or 15,000 production units in the 
aggregate of multiple pages per individual 
document or publication, !or a Federal de
partment or agency unless a waiver or spe
cific authorization to exceed those limits is 
obtained !rom (a) the Central Printing and 
Publlcations Management Organization 
(CPPMO) or (b) the Joint Committee on 
Printing. For the purpose of this paragraph, 
such pages may not exceed a maximum im
age size of 10% by 14~ inches. 

REVISED PARAGRAPH 
36-4. A grantee shall not produce or pro

cure more than 250 duplicates !rom an origi
nal microform, as defined in paragra.pb 7-2, 
for a Federal Department or agency without 
authorization by (a) the Centml Printing 
and Publications Management Organization 
(CPPMO) or (b) the Joint Committee on 
Printing. 

REVISED PARAGRAPH 
47. Printing Plants of Federal Prison In

dustries, Inc.-These plants may be used 
only for the production of unclassified print
ing. Printing services are available a.t the fol
lowing three locations and may be used by 
sending a purchase order direct to any one 
of them: c/o Warden: Federal Correctional 
Institution. Lompoc, Call!ornla 93436. c/o 
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Warden: U.S. Penitentiary, Marton, Dlinots 
63959. c/o Warden: Federal Correctional In
stitution, Sandstone, Minnesota 55072. 

Where the purchase order contains the 
Convict Labor Clause, that clause should be 
deleted. 

NEW PARAGRAPH REPLACING 2-2 

48-1. (a) Consolidated semi-annual report 
shall be submitted to the Committee not lat
er than 60 days after the close of the two 
six month periods, October-March and April
September, by the Central Printing and Pub
lications Management Organization 
(CPPMO) summarizing production by all 
manned printing facUlties , as defined in 
para. 4-4, listing individual jobs by title, 
quantity (pages and copies) , date, and where 
done, which exceed either the 3,000 or 15,000 
production unit limitation. 

(b) A consolidated annual report covering 
all unmanned equipment performing copy
ing, as defined in para. 2-1 of these regula
tions, shall be submitted to the Committee 
by the Central Printing and Publications 
Management Organization (CPPMO) not 
later than 60 days after the close of each fis
cal year identifying the volume of reproduc
tion and the cost thereof. 

(Reporting forms will be prescribed by the 
Joint Committee on Printing.) e 

A TRIBUTE TO BILL VEECK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Illinois <Mr. RosTENKOWSKI) 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 
e Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise to pay tribute to Bill Veeck, one 
of the most dynamic individuals ever to 
be associated with the game of baseball, 
who at the conclusion of this season will 
be retiring as the president of the Chi
cago White Sox. 

In his over 40-year involvement with 
baseball, Bill has been a pioneer in many 
aspects of the game, an aggressive pro
moter, a winner of championships and 
yet through all his experiences he has 
never lost a bit of enthusiasm. 

Bill Veeck is a master promoter. I dare 
say P. T. Barnum would be challenged 
to the limit to match him in this capac
ity. In fact, in the post-World War II 
era many commentators have been say
ing that our society is moving at an ever
increasing pace and that baseball simply 
is too slow a game to interest our mobile 
society. Yet, Bill has answered this chal
lenge through the many innovations he 
has authored which have brought ex
citement to baseball. He introduced base
ball fans to the exploding scoreboard 
which re.sounds with lights, fireworks, 
and music, when a home team player 
"connects" for a home run. He also 
bro~ened the appeal of baseball by at
tractmg not just the males in a family, 
but all members of a family. The "picnic 
grounds" in Chicago's White Sox Park 
where an entire family can eat a picnic
style ~inner while enjoying a baseball 
game Is an example of his efiorts in this 
direction. 
· _But, it would not be fair to speak of 
Bill Veeck only as a man whose skills 
were limited to box omce promotion. He 
has a keen mind for recognizing talented 
players and thus molding successful 
teams. During his years with the Cleve-

land Indians, he brought them a world 
championship as well as a season at
tendance record in 1948 which, by the 
way, is still a major league record. In 
Chicago, Bill brought our city its last 
major league baseball pennant when his 
1959 "go-go White Sox" won the Ameri
can League title. 

As Bill approaches retirement, I want· 
to join all of Chicago in saying thank you 
for many exciting moments. I hope re
tirement is both restful and relaxing for 
a man who has done so much for our 
national pastime.• 

AN EXCHANGE OF VIEWS WITH 
EUROGROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Wisconsin <Mr. ZABLOCKI) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, today 
several staff members of the Committee 
on F.oreign Affairs met with three repre
sentatives of the Eurogroup-an infor
mal grouping of a member of European 
members of NATO. The principal topic 
of discussion was the European contribu
ti.on to NATO. 

The exchange of views was outstand
ing. To further our understanding of the 
Eurogroup and the European contribu
tion to our alEance, I include in the 
RECORD the attached statement provided 
by the visiting group: 

EUROGROUP AND EUROPEAN DEFENCE; FACTS 

AND FIGURES 

1. The Eurogroup is an informal grouping 
of European countries within the framework 
of NATO. It is open to all European mem
bers of the Alliance. Those taking part at 
present are Belgium Denmark, Germany, 
Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, The Netherlands, 
Norway, Portugal, Turkey and the United 
Kingdom. 

Aims 
2. The basic aim of the Eurogroup is to 

help strengthen the North Atlantic Alliance 
as a whole by ensuring that the European 
contribution to the common defence is as 
strong and cohesive as possible. 

Methods 
3. Eurogroup: 
(a) Provides a forum for discussion at 

Ministerial level of political/ strategic ques
tions affecting the defence of NATO Europe. 

(b) Seeks to make the best use of avail-
able resources for defence by co-ordinating 
efforts in fields of common interest. 

Political Consultation 
4. Eurogroup Defence Ministers meet twice 

a year for informal discussions on major 
topics. They review a wide range of subjects 
in the defence field. This assists eventual 
decision-making within the Alliance as a 
whole; it sets the tone for greater mutual 
understanding and cohesion at all levels of 
Eurogroup; and provides impetus for the 
practical co-operation described below. The 
non-Eurogroup members of the Alliance are 
kept in close touch with the outcome of 
Ministers' discussions. 

Practical co-operation 
5. Seven sub-groups of national experts 

are active in the following fields of practical 
co-operation: training logistics, medical 
services, communication, information on 
force structures of member countries, long 
term planning on the development and bar-

monisation of tactical concepts, and equip
ment collaboration. 

THE EUROPEAN CONTRIBUTION TO ALLIANCE 

DEFENCE 

6. Force Levels. Of the ready forces cur
rently available in Europe, about 91 percent 
of the ground forces and 86 percent of the 
air forces come from European countries,t 
as do 75 percent of NATO's tanks and more 
than 90 percent of its armoured divisions. 

7. Manpower. The size of the armed forces 
of European countries amounts in peacetime 
to some 3 million 2 rising to nearly 6 milllon 
when reserves with an assigned role in mobi
lisation are included. North American figures 
are 2.15 millions rising to 3 millions. 

8. Expenditure. In 1979 Eurogroup coun
tries contributed about $70 billions to 
NATO's total defence expenditure. Between 
1970-78 their real spending rose on average 
by about 2 percent per year over and above 
inflation so that by 1978 NATO Europe had 
taken on a proportionately greater share of 
the common defence burden than it carried 
ten years earlier. Since 1978 all Alliance mem
bers have supported the aim for real increases 
in defence spending in the region of 3 percent 
pel' annum. 

9. Capital Expenditure. Several European 
countries devote as high a proportion of their 
expenditure to improving the quality and 
quantity of their military equipment as do 
North American allies. Among the new land 
equipment which is being introduced in 1980 
are: 190 main battle tanks, 450 other ar
moured vehicles, 210 artillery pieces, 500 anti
armour missile systems and 9 ,700 band held 
rocket launchers. Over half of these are addi
tional to existing scales of equipment. Plans 
to improve air and counter-air capability this 
year include the introduction of 170 new 
combat aircraft, 110 helicopters and 150 addi
tional air defence artillery systems. 
MILITARY COLLABORATION AND INTEROPERABILITY 

10. Increased practical military co-opera
tion bas consistently been a major Eurogroup 
objective, both to ensure that the most ef
fective use is made of the resources of the 
European members of the Alliance and to in
crease standardisation and interoperability 
between the forces of member countries. In 
the most important field-new equipment
a variety of collaborative systems are being 
introduced in 1980. These include the Tor
nado multi-role combat aircraft (jointly de
signed and built by Germany, Italy and the 
UK); the first European built examples of the 
NS-designed F16 aircraft (for Belgium, Den
mark, Netherlands and Norway); and the 
German Leopard II main battle tank (the 
successor to the Leopard I now in service in 
six Eurogroup countries). Deliveries of the 
collaboratively designed FH70 155 mm howit· 
zer systems are also continuing as are de• 
liveries of the Anglo-Belgium Scorpion series 
of tracked reconnaissance vehicles and the 
German designed 'Gepard' anti-aircraft tank 
which is also being procured by Belgium and 
the Netherlands. 

11. In 1976 Eurogroup provided the 
stimulus for the creation of the European 
Programme Group, involving all members of 
Eurogroup plus France, firstly in order to 
extend the equipment collaboration among 
the European members of NATO, and sec
ondly to enter into a closer dialogue with 
North American Allies with a view, for ex
ample, to achieving a more balanced degree 
of armaments co-operation with the United 
States (at present the United States has the 
advantage in transatlantic trade in defense 
equipment by a factor of 10-1 over the Euro
pean all1es) . 

1 'Eurogroup' propo:ctions (i.e., excluding 
France) are 80 percent and 70 percent re
spectively. 

2 'Eurogroup-only' figures are 2.5 millions. 
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12. In addition to equipment collaboration, 
the Eurogroup has also promoted closer 
European co-operation across a range of as
sociated support functions including train
ing (with over 20 multinational projects cur
rently underway), logistics support (based 
on co-operative principles agreed In 1975) 
and battle field communica.tions systems 
(where parameters have been agreed which 
would permit full interoperabillty between 
nations). 
SPECIAL DEFENSE IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAMMES 

13. Eurogroup countries have always par
ticipated wholeheartedly in the special ef
forts which have been needed over the past 
deca.de to maintain adequate defense capa
bilities in the light o! the scale and nature 
o! the Warsaw Pact millta.ry build-up. In 
1970 Eurogroup undertook a special 5-year 
European Defence improvement Programme 
of additional expenditure amounting to $1 
billion ( 1970 prices) and covering improve
ments In the field of equipment, communica
tions and infrastructure. Since then Euro
group countries have played their part fol
lowing the decisions ta.ken at the NATO 
Summit in 1977, in undertaking Short Term 
Measures (early remedies !or shortcomings 
in selective areas of defence ca.pabillty) a.nd 
in developing the Long Term Defence Pro
gramme involving special efforts across the 
whole range of defence capabi11ties to meet 
the changing defence needs of the 1980s 
a.nd beyond. In May 1980 as part of a.n Al
liance-wide effort, Eurogroup countries 
agreed to earlier or augmented implemen
tation o! military measures and to consider 
further such action in December 1980, in 
order to maintain and strengthen defence 
ca.pa.blllties in NATO Europe, particu'larly 
in view of the increased defence burden 
falling upon the United Sta.tes in relation to 
SOuth West Asia. In December 1979 the deci
sion was taken on the modernization o! 
NATO's long range theatre nuclear forces by 
the deployment in Europe of United States 
systems. 

Etl'BOGROUP SECRETARIAT. 
SEPI'EMBEa 1980 .• 

SOARING INTEREST RATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a prf:vious order of the House, the 
gentleman from Ohio <Mr. VANIK) is 
·recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. V ANIK. Mr. Speaker, today is the 
first day of the new fiscal year and the 
estimates of the 1981 deficits provide a 
wide variety of choices depending on 
which assumptions are utilized. 

The first budget resolution had calcu
lated a $30 billion deficit. The Senate 
budget resolution estimated an $18 bil
lion budget deficit based on inconclusive 
assumptions. From what I can deter
mine, the deficit will be in far excess of 
these projections. 

First of all, the Congress did not sup
port the President's request for increas
ing revenue in the amount of $7 billion. 
In addition, the Congress has increased 
expenditures for unemployment compen
sation and has yet to deal with the 
added cost of trade adjustment assist
ance. It is my understanding that the 
Department of Defense has incurred 
considerable extra expense in connection 
with the Middle East problem. 

Without any tax cut legislation in 
1981, it appears that we are looking at a 
deficit of $45 to $50 billion. Any tax cuts 

projected next year are likely to propel 
the deficit beyond this base. 

Mr. Speaker, under these circum
stances we must expect that interest 
rates next year must soar above the 
highs of recent years. When Congress 
considers tax cut legislation next year, 
it is essential that the interest rate pro
jections be considered in the decision. It 
would be folly to create capital with ex
cess public borrowing under circum
stances in which capital expenditures 
cannot be wisely made because of soar
ing interest rates.• 

CHILD NUTRITION 
<Mr. GilMAN asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 
• Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 3765, the walnut, olive 
marketing bill which passed the Senate 
last evening. 

This measure, as passed by the Senate, 
includes the substantively identical pro
visions of the Food Security Act, which 
passed both the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, of which I am a mem
ber, and the Committee on Agriculture. 
The measure is also similar to the pro
visions of H.R. 7664 the Child Nutri
tion Act Amendments, agreed to by 
Senate and House conferees. 

As the sponsor of H.R. 3611, the Food 
Security Act, considered bY the afore
mentioned committees of the House, it 
is gratifying that the House finally has 
the opportunity to consider this critical 
and long overdue measure. Similar legis
lation in the 95th Congress, was caught 
up in the last minute crush of legisla
tion and unfortunately never considered. 
The time for action on this key measure 
is now, we may not soon again find sup
plies and the vagaries of production as 
propitious as they are currently. 

The Food Security Act would establish 
a 4 million metric ton reserve to backstop 
our Public Law 480 food assistance com
mitments during times of short supply. 

Passage of this measure will allow us 
to improve our ability to respond to the 
urgent food needs of those in less de
veloped countries during food supply 
crises. We experienced such a crisis 
in the early 1970's and short supplies of 
key commodities shut the door on many 
developing countries who were most in 
need of food assistance. Establishment 
of the proposed reserve for interna
tional emergency food assistance would 
help prevent recurrence of such an intol
erable situation at odds with the hu
manitarian principles upon which our 
Nation was founded and certainly not in 
the long-term interests of our Nation or 
the international community in general. 

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to 
support this important measure--en
dorsed by the Presidential Commission 
on World Hunger of which I was a mem
ber-a measure which will underscore 
our Nation's commitment to end~ 
hunger.• 

WHAT IS REALLY HAPPENING IN 
THE PANAMA CANAL; A UNANI
MOUS REPORT OF THE SUBCOM
MITTEE ON THE PANAMA CANAL 
<Mr. BAUMAN asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the REcoRD and to include ex
traneous matter.> 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been 1 year since Congress adopted leg
islation to implement the Panama Canal 
treaties which established a new ad
ministrative structure for the operation 
of the canal until the year 2000. It has 
also been 1 year since the Carter-Torrijos 
treaties surrendered U.S. sovereignty 
over the canal, a U.S. possession since 
1903. 

In that year, I am sad to report, many 
of the predictions that I and other op
ponents of the treaties unfortunately 
made have come true. In spite of some 
optimistic reports in the press, the givea
way of the canal has not produced the 
"era of good feeling" that Jimmy Carter 
promised between the United States and 
Latin America if only we handed over 
this waterway of such great strategic and 
economic value. In fact, since the trans
fer, Panamanian officials have repeatedly 
denounced the United States and Pana
manians have engaged in arms traffic 
which is destabilizing all of Central 
America. 

In 1979, some may recall, the U.S. tax
payers were promised by President 
carter that the treaties would not cost 
any money. Unfortunately for the Amer
ican consumer, though, canal toll rates 
were raised by almost a third the day 
the treaties went into effect in order 
to pay for the millions of dollars in 
increased payments guaranteed to Pan
ama. Now there is a move in Panama, 
which demanded that the pay scales for 
its own citizens working in the Canal 
Zone be cut because they were making 
more than the people outside the zone, 
to ask that the pay scales be pushed up 
again. It seems that the Panamanian 
workers' cost of living rose so much with 
Panama running the zone's facilities that 
they are unable to make ends meet. The 
cost of this raise in wages may be as 
much as $1.2 billion. 

Panama's continued unwillingness to 
cooperate with the United States has 
surfaced in a wide range of places. For 
instance, a U.S. contractor sold his bus 
company to Panama just before the 
treaties took effect, with payment due 
this March. To date, Panama has refused 
to pay the $160,000 it owes. On a gov
ernment-to-government level, Panama 
for months denied that it even owed the 
United States some $9 million in water 
treatment payments, and Panama's 
President Royo boasted that "Panama 
will never pay for its own water." It was 
only when we got tough and refused to 
pay Panama its share of the canal toll 
revenues that the matter was resolved. 
To save face, however, President Royo 
left on a trip abroad before his ministers 
OK'd the payments agreement. 

Even in the operation of the canal, 
Panama's intransigence has had its 
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effect. The Panmanian Government in
sists on its own interpretation of the 
treaties and refuses to recognize legality 
of the 'implementing legislation which 
the U.S. Congress passed. The Carter 
administration, though, has preferred to 
let Panama have its way rather than to 
resolve the issue and risk having the 
dispute made public in the United 
States. 

The Panama Canal Subcommittee, of 
which I am the ranking minority mem
ber, recently held oversight hearings on 
the implementing legislation and found 
that the violations of that law, and even 
the treaties themselves, had reached an 
appalling level simply because the U.S. 
Government is unwilling to insist that 
the law we adopted be obeyed. Our sub
committee unanimously approved a re
port on our findings in open meeting, 
on September 15, in which we listed six 
recommendations which would help get 
the Panama Canal Commission back on 
course legally running the canal as Con
gress intended. 

Unfortunately, due to Carter adminis
tration pressure, the full Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee has 
failed to even consider adoption of the 
report, although a meeting to do so was 
scheduled and then abruptly canceled. 

I believe this to be the result of State 
Department pressure. That is unfortu
nate, because covering up the problems 
with Panama only guarantees that they 
will worsen. Fearing that this excellent 
subcommittee analysis of the current 
situation would never see the light of 
day, I have decided to place the entire 
report in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. It 
is a sad commentary on this Nation's 
leadership that the carter administra
tion should be so scared of the truth, or 
so weak that it cannot even acknowledge 
differences of opinion. I hope that the 
release of this report will contribute to 
a resolution of the problems we have 
uncovered, and lead to a proper relation
ship between the United States and 
Panama so that we can resolve our differ
ences openly, not by pretending they 
do not exist. I urge my colleagues to 
study this report carefully in order to 
decide whether the Panama Canal 
Treaties were proper, or, as many of us 
said, a tragic mistake. 

The report follows: 
OVERSIGHT REPORT ON THE ADMINISTRATION 

OF THE PANAMA CANAL ACT OF 1979 
(By the Subcommittee on the Panama Canal 

of the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries of the House of Representatives) 

PURPOSE OF HEARINGS 
On July 28, 1980, the Panama Canal Sub

committee of the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries held the fourth in a 
continuing series of oversight hearings to 
review the administration and execution of 
the Panama Canal Act of 1979, Public Law 
96-70, approved September 27, 1979 (93 Stat. 
452). The act was adopted after extensive 
hearings and a favorable report of this com
mittee on April 23, 1979. (H. Rept. No. 96-98, 
Part I, to accompany H.R. 111 , 96th Cong.). 
After H.R. 111 had passed the House the Sub
committee held an oversight hearing on July 
16, 1979, in anticipation of the necessity for 
expeditious staffing and funding of the 
Panama Canal Commission when the 1977 
treaty entered into force on October 1, 1979. 
(Hearings Panama Canal Com.mlssion Au-

thorization and Oversight--1980, Serial No. 
96-7). The second oversight bearing was held 
on November 2, 1979, approximately one 
month after the effective date of Public Law 
96-70, and the third such hearing was held 
on February 19, 1980 in connection with con
sideration of legislation to authorize appro
priations for operat.lon of the Panama Canal 
Commission in fiscal year 1981. (Hearings 
"Panama Canal Commission" Serial No. 96-
25). 

Specifically the purpose of the July 28 
hearing was to examine the manner in which 
Public Law 96-70 had been carried into ef
fect in the organization and operation of the 
Panama Canal Commission, with particular 
reference to the over all form of the Com
mission, the distribution of powers and du
ties within the Commission, and the role of 
the President and Secretary of Defense in the 
organization and operation of the Commis
sion. The Subcommittee was especially con
cerned by the adoption of regulations by the 
supervisory Board of the Commission at a. 
meeting on June 3 and 4, the provisions of 
which, ac~ording to press reports, appeared 
to exceed the authority of the Board. 

Because of the scope of the responsibilities 
assigned to the Secretary of Defense in the 
organization, operation and protection of the 
Panama. Canal, that official was invited to 
testify on the various questions that were of 
primary concern to the Subcommittee in the 
hearing on July 28. In response to that in
vitation, the Honorable Michael Blumenfeld, 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil 
Works) appeared for the Secretary of De
fense, accompanied by the Honorable Dennis 
P. McAuliffe, Administrator of the Panama. 
Canal Commission and Michael Rhode, Jr., 
Secretary of the Commission. 

BACKGROUND 
Paragraph 1 of Article III of the 1977 

treaty grants to the United States "the 
rights to manage, operate and meJntain the 
Panama. Canal." Paragraph 3 of the Article 
provides tha.t the United States will "in ac
cordance with the terms of this Treaty and 
the provisions of United States law carry 
out its responsibiUties by means of a United 
States Government agency called the Panama 
Canal Commission, which shall be consti
tuted by and in conformity with the laws 
of the United States of America.." 

Subparagraph {a) of Paragraph 3 of Arti
cle Ill of the Treaty provides that the Com
mission "shall be supervised" by a nine
member Board of whom five shall be na
tionals of the United States and four shall be 
Panamanian nationals "proposed by theRe
public of Panama for appointment to suob 
positions by the United States of America.'' 

Section 1101 of Public Law 96-70 estab
lishes the Panama. Canal Commission as an 
agency in the executive branch of the United 
States Government with responsib111ty for 
maintenance and operation of the Panama 
Cima.l "under the general supervision" of a 
Board established by Section 1102 of the 
Act. Section 1101 further provides that the 
authority of the President with respect to 
the Commission shall be exercised through 
the Secretary of Defense. 

Public Law 96-70 discloses a statutory plan 
for operation of the Canal as an agency in 
the Executive Branch of the Government, 
under the plenary control of the President 
and Congress and subject to the laws of the 
United States applicable to that agency. 
Under the Constitution the President has 
the obligation to see that those laws are 
faithfully executed. 

From 1914, the date of completion of con
struction of the Canal, to 1951 the Canal was 
operated by a Government agency known as 
The Panama Canal, under the provisions of 
the Panama Canal Act of August 24, 1912. 
This Act provided for operation of the Canal 
by the President, through a Governor and 
such other persons as Inlght be found to be 
necessary. The legislative history of Public 
Law 96-70 shows that the 1979 Act was closely 

patterned after the statutory plan estab
lished in the 1914 Act. See House Report 
96-98 Part I, to accompany H.R. 111, 96th 
Cong., 1st Session, p. 40, passim. 

From 1952 until the effective date of Pub
lic Law 96-70 the Panama. Canal was oper
ated by a government agency in corporate 
form called the Panama Canal Company. 
The law governing the operations of that 
agency specifically provided that "manage
ment" of the corporation was vested in a 
Board of Directors and the law granted broad 
and extensive powers to the Company. All 
these former provisions were repealed by 
Public Law 96-70 and an entirely different 
form of government agency was substituted 
under the direct control of the President 
through the Secretary of Defense. 

At the time the bill which was eventually 
enacted as Public Law 96-70 was under con
sideration by the Congress, both the Govern
ment of Panama. and the corporate agency 
then operating the Canal objected strenu
ously to the provisions of the law that gave 
direct control to the President and Secretary 
of Defense, substituting a supervisory board 
for a Board of Directors with full manage
ment powers. This controversy is reflected in 
the legislative history of Public Law 96-70 
and in letters from President Royo to Presi
dent Carter dated July 11, 1979, and Janu
ary 9, 1980, respectively.1 

EVENTS SINCE SEPTEMBER 27, 1979 

Public Law 96-70 was approved by the 
President on September 27, 1979. On October 
19, 1979 the Senate confirmed the nomina
tion of Dennis P. McAuliffe as Administrator 
of the Panama Canal Commission. Mr. Mc
Auliffe has testified that he had assumed the 
duties of the omce on an acting basis on 
October 1, 1979. 

On January 7, 1980 the President an
nounced his intention to appoint the five 
U.S . and four Panamanian members of the 
Panama. Canal Commission Supervisory 
Board. 

On January 9, 1980 Panama's President 
Royo sent a letter to President Carter assert
ing that Public Law 96-70 is "lllegal" and un
acceptable in every way for the Republic of 
Panama. Among the provisions of the law 
to which the letter objects are the use of 
descriptions of the functions of the Board 
as "supervisory" whereas, it is asserted that 
the Board is a "Board of Directors". The 
letter also vigorously takes exception to the 
provisions establishing the Commission as 
an appropriated fund e.gency in the execu
tive branch of the U.S. Government with the 
powers of the President exercised through 
the Secretary of Defense, which the letter 
asserts is a violation of "the special and 
independent status granted to the Commis
sion by the treaty." This letter is published 
in full in the Congressional Record of March 
11, 1980 at pp. 5207--5209 and is also 
reproduced in the record of the July 28, 1980 
hearing. 

On February 1, 1980, the President sent 
to the Senate the nominations of Michael 
Blumenfeld, John A. Bushnell, John W. 
Clark, Clifford B. O'Hara, and William Sidell 
to be Members of the Board of the Panama 
Canal Commission. These nominations were 
confirmed by the Senate on April 2, 1980 
and on June 1, 1980 the appointees took the 
oath of office prescribed by Section 102 of 
P.L. 96-70. The four Panamanian members 
of the Board, Edwin Fabrega V., Roberto 
Huertematte E., Tomas Paredes, and Ricardo 
Rodriguez, executed appointment affidavits 
administered by the Deputy Administrator 
of the Commission on May 2, 1980. The 
Comiilittee has received no other notice as to 
the dates or circumstances of the appoint
ments of the members of the Board. 

On May 27, 1980, the President issued 
Executive Order 12215 delegating to the Sec
retary of Defense, the Secretary of State and 

Footnotes at end of article. 
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the Director of the Office of Personnel Man
agement most (but not all) of his authority 
under Public Law 96-70. 45 F .R. 35043. 

By a memorandum dated July 18, 1980 the 
Secretary of Defense redelegated to the Sec
retary of the Army functions delegated to 
the Secretary of Defense by Executive Order 
12215. 

By a memorandum dated 18 July 1980 the 
Secretary of the Army redelegated to the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil 
Works) all the authorities delegated to the 
Secretary of the Army by the Secretary of 
Defense on the same date.2 

The Board of the Panama Canal Commis
sion held its first meeting in Panama on 
June 2, 3, and 4, 1980. On the first day of the 
meeting the Board adopted "Regulations of 
the Board of Directors Panama Canal Com
mission." 

On July 21-22, 1980, the Board of the Com
mission held its second meeting in Panama 
at which time the Board adopted a Code of 
Conduct applicable to each member of the 
Board and each officer and employee of the 
Commission as required by Section 1112 (b) 
of Public Law 96-70. 

In a series of interviews and press releases 
following the first two meetings of the Board 
the Panamanian members of the Board have 
repeatedly asserted that the Board is a bi
national body, with authority to control the 
operation of the Canal under the laws of 
Panama, and that neither the Board nor the 
operation of the Canal is subject to the laws 
of the United States. 

FINDINGS 

Testimony at the oversight hearings and 
information made available to the Commit 
tee in the course of its investigation clearly 
show serious problems in the construction 
and application of Public Law 96-70. Those 
problems center on the authority of the 
United States Government to control the 
operation of the Canal during the next 
twenty years and the degree to which the 
United States is able and willing to exercise 
that authority. In respect to these issues, the 
Committee has made the following findings : 

1. Public Law 96-70 establishes a unified, 
consistent statutory plan for operation of 
the Canal during the period the 1977 treaty 
remains in effect by an agency of the United 
States Government with detailed provisions 
allocating responsibility and authority with
in the executive branch. 

2. Publlc Law 96-70 has left to the Presi
dent authority to establish the organization 
of the Panama Canal Commission and the 
allocation of functions within the Commis
sion which so far have not been provided. 

3. The thesis advanced by the Government 
of Panama and the members of the Board of 
the CommL£sion that the Board is a bi
national entity and that the Panamanian 
members of the Board are not subject to the 
laws of the United States is inconsistent with 
Publlc Law 96-70. 

4. The delegations of authority vested by 
Public Law 96-70 in the Pres-ident and the 
Secretary of Defense are invalid insofar as 
they conflict with the basic plan of the 
statute to allocate such authority as between 
the President, the Secretary of Defense, the 
supervisory Board of the Commission and 
the Administrator of the Commission. 

5. Regulations adopted by the Board at 
the meeting of the Board on June 2, 1980 
are in conflict with Public Law 96-70 and 
provisions of general laws of the United 
States appllcable to the Commission. 

6. No procedures have been established 
for keeping the Congress informed on a cur
rent basis in regard to the issuance of regu
lations and direc·tives and other important 
developments affecting the administration of 
the Canal under Public Law 96-70. Jn the 
absence of such procedures the Committees 

Footnotes at end o! article. 

of the Congress having jurisdiction over the 
operation of the Canal are forced to rely on 
screening press reports and other informa
tion as f.t is made available to the public 
generally. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the information developed at the 
hearings and other available information 
the Subcommittee recommends: 

1. That the Pres·ident or the officer prop
erly exercising the authority of the Presi
dent under Public Law 96-70 issue an Ex
ecutive Order or other directive establlshlng 
the organization of the Panama Canal Com
Inission and prescribing the authorlty and 
duties of the Boar.d, the Adininistrator, the 
Deputy Adininistrator, the Chief Engineer 
and other prinicpal officers of the Commis
sion. 

2. That the President, Secretary of De
fense and Secretary of the Army review and 
revise their respective delegations of au
thority under Public Law 96-70 to assure 
that such delegations are consistent with 
the statutory plan incorporated in Publlc 
Law 96-70 and other applicable provisions of 
law. 

3. That the Panama Canal Commission 
provide !or open meetings of the Board of 
the Commission 1n accordance with the 
provisions of Section 552 (b) of Title 5 of the 
United States COde. 

4. That the Board of the Cominission 
rescind the regulations adopted at its meet
ing on June 2, 1980. 

5. That the Congress and the Comptroller 
General of the United States take appro
priate steps to carry into effect the provisions 
o! Public Law 96-70 prohibiting appropria
tions to or for the use of the Commission 
or obligation or expenditure of funds by the 
Cominisison, unless such appropriation, ob
llgation or expenditure has been specifically 
authorized by law. 

6. That the Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Civil Works) and the Adininistrator of the 
Panama Canal Commission establish proce
dures to provide to the Congress on a current 
basis information in regard to the issuance 
of regulations and directives and other im
portant developments affecting the adininis
tration o! the Panama Canal under Public 
Law 96-70. 

DISCUSSION 

1. Organization of Commission 
As construction of the Panama ca.na1 ap

proached completion, Congress passed the 
Panama Canal Act on August 24, 1912 au
thorizing the President to complete, govern 
and operate the Panama Canal, under the 
provisions of the Panama Canal Act, through 
a Governor "and such other persons as he 
ma.y deem competent" to discharge the 
various duties connected with the operation. 
37 Stat. 560. Thereafter, at the time the 
Canal was completed and opened to com
merce, President Wilson issued an Executive 
Order establishing a permanent organization 
!or the Panama C&nal, to be adininistered 
under the Governor, subject to the super
vision of the Secretary of War. Executive 
Order 1885 of January 27, 1914. The 1914 
Act was the prototype for the Panama Canal 
Act of 1979 (P.L. 96-70 approved Septem
ber 27, 1979, 93 Stat. 542). See House Report 
No. 96-98, Part I, p. 40. 

The 1979 Act also establishes the agency 
to o-perate the Canal in the executive branch 
of the Government and authorizes the Presi
dent to exercise his authority with respect 
to the Cominission through the Secretary o·f 
Defense. 

The President has delegated a major part 
of his authority under Public Law 96-70 to 
the Secretary of Defense to be exercised di
rectly in some · cases and in other instances 
by redelegation or otherwise, by the Panama 
Canal Commission. Executive Order 12215 of 
May 27, 1980, 45 F .R. 36003. The Secretary or 
Defense, in turn, has delegated most o! the 
authority delegated to him by E.O. 12215 to 

the Secretary of the Army or to the Com
Inisslon. Memorandum, the Deputy Secre
tary of Defense to Secretaries of M111tary 
Department, et al., dated 18 July 1980. The 
Secretary of the Army, in turn, redelegated 
his delegated authority to the Assistant Sec
retary of the Army by a memorandum also 
dated 18 July 198o.a 

However, neither the President nor the 
Secretary of Defense has issued any order or 
directive comparable to Executive Order 
1885 of January 27, 1914 establishing the or
ganization of the Panama Canal Company. 
Such an order or directive is essential. Para
graph 3 of Article Ill of the 1977 treaty pro
vides: 

"3. Pursuant to the foregoing grant of 
rights, the United States of America shall, in 
accordance with the terms of this Treaty and 
the provisions of United States law carry 
out its responsibilities by means of a United 
States Government agency called the Panama 
Canal Commission, which shall be consti
tuted by and in conformity with the laws of 
the United States of America." 

Section 1101 of Public Law 96-70 estab
lished the Panama Canal Commission as an 
agency in the executive branch of the United 
States Government and provided that the 
authority of the President with respect to 
the Commission shall be exercised through 
the Secretary of Defense. Section 1101 fur
ther provides that the Commission shall be 
responsible for the maintenance and opera
tion of the Panama Canal "under the gen
eral supervision of the Board" established by 
Section 1102 of the Act. The Act also pro
vides for an Administrator of the Commis
sion, appointed by the President with the 
advice and consent of the Senate and hold
ing office at the pleasure of the President. 
(Sec. 1103). The only other provisions bear
ing on the organization o! the Commission 
are those establishing the positions o! Dep
uty Adininistrator and Chief Engineer, both 
to be appointed by the President and to "per
form such duties as .may be prescribed by 
the President," and an Ombudsman "who 
shall be aopointed by the Commission." 

(Sees. 1104, 1113). The Act specifically pro
vides that the Commission shall not be sub
ject to the direction or supervision of the 
United States Chief of Mission in the Re
public of Panama with respect to the re
sponsib111ties of the Commission for opera
tion, Inanagement or maintenance of the 
Canal although in other respects the activi
ties of the Cominission are subject to Section 
16 of the Act of August 11, 1956 (22- U.S.C. 
2680a) subordinating activities o! U.S. Gov
ernment agencies in a foreign country to the 
control of the U.S. Chief of Mission in that 
country. 

other provisions of Publlc Law 96-70 are 
replete with references to specific authorities 
of the Commission (e.g. Section 1202 au
thorizing the Cominission to appoint, fix the 
compensation of and define the authorities 
and duties of officers, agents, attorneys and 
employees (other than the Administrator, 
Deputy Administrator, and Chief Engineer): 
the "head of each agency" subject to the 
Act (e.g. Sec. 1213 providing that the head 
of each agency shall est-abllsh written em
ployment standards"; and provisions govern
ing the financial management of the "Com
mission" {Sec. 1301 et seq.). Throughout the 
Act there is a careful distribution of regu
latory authority as between the President, 
the Secretary of Defense, and the Commis
sion. But at no place in the Act is there a 
definitive statement of exactly what elements 
constitute the Cominission or the relation
ship between the various officers and com
ponents of the Commission for which the 
Act provides. The key to the Congressional 
intent clearly discernible from the provisions 
of the Act read as a whole and as explained 
in the House Report accompanying the blll 
is that the basic concern of Congress was to 
maintain maximum control in the hands of 
the President and secretary o! Defense under 
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the ground rules laid down by the Act for 
operation of the Canal under the conditions 
established by the 1977 treaty. To that end, 
the Act left entirely to the President the 
authority to establish the organization of 
the Commission and prescription of the ex
tent and limitations on the authority of the 
various component elements of the orga
nization. 

One important feature of such an orga
nizational order would be the provision of 
a chain of authority leading up to the "head 
of the agency," an official in whom a vast 
array of laws applicable to the Commission's 
operations vest a wide range of powers and 
duties without furtper definition or guid
ance as to the identification of that official. 
See, for example, 5 U.S.C. 552b, the Govern
ment in the Sunshine Act, applicable to an 
agency headed by •a "collegial body" com
posed of two or m.ore members a majority of 
whom are appointed by the President and 
confirmed by the Senate; Sec. 1213 of Public 
Law 96-70, requiring the "head of each agen
cy" to establish written employment stand
ards; and Sec. 1215 of Public Law 96-70, 
requiring the head of each agency to estab
lish rates of pay for employees in the agency. 

Given the Congressional intent of Public 
Law 96-70 to leave to the President the au
thority to establish the form of organim
tion of the Commission, the failure to make 
appropriate provision for the organizational 
structure has left a. situation of near chaos in 
the administ ration of the Canal. The effect 
of this Commission 1s graphically illustrated 
by the uncertainty and conflicting theories 
demonstrated by the Secretary of the Army, 
the Assistant Secretary of Army (Civil 
Works) , and the Board of the Commission, 
in reference to what official or body is the 
head of the agency. In hearings before this 
subcommittee on H.R. 111, 96th Congress. 
Secretary of the Army Alexander suggested 
that "for purposes of the Government in 
the Sunshine Act, the argument can be 
made that the Commission would not be 
headed by a "collegial body" because the 
Board of Directors (sic) ultimately would 
be subject to the direction of the Secretary 
of Defense." Hearings before the Subcom
mittee on Panama Canal of the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries "Canal 
Operations Under 1977 Treaty-Part 2" 96th 
Congress, 1st Session (Serial No. 96- 2) page 
889. 

In the oversight hearings on July Assistant 
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) Blu
menfeld, first suggested that the Government 
in the Sunshine Act did not a.pply to the 
Commission beCause two members of the 
Board served ex officio. Alternately, with the 
qualification that it would be preferable 
not to use it as a basis for exclusion· of the 
Commission from the provisions of the Act 
requiring open meetings, Secretary Blumen
feld repeated the argument advanced by Sec
retary Alexander in the earlier hearings, 
noted above. 

At its first meeting on June 2, the super
visory Board did not exhibit the same un
certainty in adopting regulations that as
sumed responsibllity for "policy making and 
supervision of the affairs" of the Panam3 
Canal Commission, provide:! the "Board 
meetings shall not be open to the Public," 
prescribed the duties of the Administrator 
and Deputy · Administrator, and delegated 
to the Administrator part of the authority 
granted by the Act to the Commission to 
appoint, remove, and fix the compensation 
of officers and employP.es of the Commission 
"other than those appointed by the Board." 
In sum, in the absence of any authoritative 
action by the executive branch of the United 
States Government, the Board assumed 
authority as the head of the agency and in 
so doing cast into subordinate roles the 

Administrator, Chief Engineer and, to a 
certain extent the Secretary of the Army 
(as the delegee of the powers of the Presi
dent through the Secretary of Defense.) 

In spite of the flat assertion to the con
trary by the witness at the July 28 hearing 
this action represents complete adoption of 
the thesis of President Royo's letter of Janu
ary 9, 1980, equating the Board to the Com
mission with authority to act as a Board 
of Directors. The attempt to justify this ac
tion on the basis that the Assistant Secre
tary of the Army (Civil Works), to whom 
the Secretary of the Army had delegated his 
authority, joined in the action as a member 
of the Board does not help the situation 
because clearly the Act as a whole precludes 
the preemption by the Board of authority 
reserved by the Act to the President and 
Secretary of Defense. 

In this situation the proper administra
tion of Public Law 96-70 requires the prompt 
issuance of an order pursuant to the Presi
dent's authority establishing the organiza
tion for operation of the Canal. 

RECOMMENDATION NO. 1 

That the President or the officer properly 
exercising the authority of the President 
under Public Law 96-70 issue an Executive 
Order or other directive establishing the 
organization of the Panama Canal Commis
sion and prescribing the authority and duties 
of the Board, the Administrator, the Deputy 
Administrator, Chief Engineer and the other 
principal officers of the Commission. 

2. Delegation of authority 
Although Public Law 96-70 leaves for the 

President the authority to prescribe the de
tails of the organization of the Panama Ca
nal Commission, it is explicit in establishing 
the general framework determining the levels 
of responsibUlty at which various functions 
involved in the administration of the agency 
are to be performed. As shown in the House 
Report accompanying H.R. 111, the blll en
acted as Public Law 96-70, the legislation is 
an exercise of the Constitutional power of the 
Congress to regulate commerce and the use 
and disposition of property of the United 
States. The Act, in itself, is a delegation of 
these regulatory powers, and shows a care
ful distribution of such powers among the 
President, the Secretary of Defense, the Com
mission, the Board and the Administrator 
established by tbe Act in order to effectuate 
the overall intent of the Act to maintain 
close executive and congressional control of 
the operation of the Canal by the United 
States. 

A review of the provisions of the Act, not 
intended to be exhaustive, shows that the 
Act in terms vests authority in or specifies 
duties to be performed by the President in 
26 sections, the Secretary of Defense in 4 
sections, the Commission in 35 sections, the 
Administrator in 2 sections, and the Board 
in 2 sections. Authority to issue regulations 
is vested in the Board by Public Law 96-70 
only in respect to meetings of the Board and 
those regulations are made sub.1ect to ap
proval by the Secretary of Defense. (Sec. 
1102(c)). The only other provisions prescrib
tn~ duties for the Board are those pro7id
ing that the Commission shall be "super
vised" by a Board of nine members, the U.S. 
members of which shall cast their votes as 
directed by the Secretary of Defense or his 
designee, (Sec. 1102), and requiring the 
Board to a.dopt a Code of Conduct (Sec. 
1112). 

Delegation by the President 
Executive Order 12215 of May 27, 1980 del

egates to the Secretary of Defense so~e 15 
of the powers vested in the President by 
Public Law 96-70, plus four functions con
tinued in existing provisions of law. The 
authority of the President under five sec
tions of Public Law 96-70 (Sees. 1111, 1112 
(d), 1344(b), 1504(b) and 3301) was dele-

gated to the Secretary of State, and the Presi
dent's authority under one section of the Act 
(Sec. 1243(a) (1) was delegated to the Di
rector of the Office of Personnel Management. 
Delegation of authority by the President to 
the Secretary of Defense was clearly and ex
pressly contemplated by Section 1101 of the 
Act. ("The authority of the President with 
respect to the Commission shall be exercised 
through the Secretary of Defense the dele
gations in Executive Order 12215, with three 
exceptions discussed below appears to be un
exceptionable under currently accepted con
cepts of law. 
Subdelegation by the secretary of Defense 

By a memorandum dated 18 July 1980 ad
dressed to the Secretaries of the Military De
partments and other officials of the Depart
ment of Defense, the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense referred to the issuance of Execu
tive Order 12215 and delegated to the Sec
retary of the Army 8 of the functions dele
gated by the President to the Secretary of 
Defense and 4 of the functions vested di
rectly in the Secretary of Defense by Public 
Law 96-70. The memorandum also subdele
gated directly to the Panama Canal Commis
sion authority and !unctions vested in the 
President by the law and delegated to the 
Secretary of Defense in all of the sections 
included in Section 1-3 of Executive Order 
12215 except Sections 1-305 and 1-806. The 
functions vested in the President by Section 
1701 of Public Law 96-70 were subdelegated 
to the Commander-in-Chief of the United 
States Southern Command. 

The memorandum expressly withheld re
delegation of the functions delegated by the 
President to the Secretary of Defense in Sec
tions 1-101, 1-105, and 1-305 of Executive 
Order 12215. 
Subdelegation by the Secretary of the Army 

By a memorandum dated 18 July 1980, the 
Secretary of the Army redelegated to the As
sistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) 
all of the functions redelegated to the Sec
retary of the Army by the 18 July memoran
dum of the Deputy Secretary of Defense. As 
previously noted the current incumbent of 
the position of Assistant Secretary of the 
Army (Civil Works) is the Honorable Michael 
Blumenfeld who has been appointed as a 
member of the Board of the Commission. The 
authority vested in the Secretary of Defense 
by Section 1102 of Public Law 96-70 to di
rect the votes of the U.S. members of the 
Board of the Commission was among the 
functions delegated to the Secretary of the 
Army and redelegated to the Assistant Sec
retary o! the Army (Civil Works). Prior to 
the effective date of Public Law 96-70 which 
abolished the Panama Canal Company, Mr. 
Blumenfeld served as the Chairman of the 
Board of Directors of the Company. 

Delegation probZe?M 
Delegation by the President 

The problems with the President's delega
tion of authority in Executive Order 12215, 
praviously referred to, relates to the at
tempted delegation to the Secretary of State 
of two of the President's duties in connec
tion w1 th transfers of property to Panama, 
and the terms of the delegation to the Sec
retary of Defense in Section 1-3 of the order 
that appears to circumvent tbe intent of the 
Act. 

In respect to transfers of property to Pan
ama, Section 1504 of the Act authorizes such 
transfers by the Secretary of State in ac
cordance with the terms of the 1977 treaty 
but requires a written report to the Con
gress by the President a.t least 180 days be
fore the transfer of any such property. Sec
tion 1344 further requires that before the 
transfer of property pursuant to Section 
1504 "the President shall formally advise the 
Government of Panama" of certain specifted 
requirements included elsewhere in the pro-
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Visions of Public La.w 96-70. The latter two 
functions of reporting to Congress and ad
vising the Government of Panama are dele
ga.ted to the Secretary of State by Section 
1-402 of the order. 

In view of the Act's specific distribution 
of functions in respect to transfers of prop
erty to Panama. the delegation to the Sec
retary of State of the President 's functions 
is questionable, particularly in view of the 
opposi·tion of the executive branch to in
clusion in the Act of any conditions appli
cable to the transfer. The requirement of 
advance notice to Congress and advice to 
Panama by the President could conceivably 
exercise an inhibiting effect otherwise lack
ing if both the initiative for the transfer, 
notice to Congress and a.dvice is left to the 
transferring agency. The delegation appears 
to go a long way toward practical achieve
ment of the self-executing effect of the 
treaty provisions for transfer of property for 
which the Department of State and the ex
ecutive branch as a whole strenuously con
tended during consideration of the Panama 
Canal Act of 1979. Whatever merit there may 
have been in that argument, however, was 
effectively neutralized as a ·matter of do
mestic law by t he enactment of the 1979 Act. 
The Cherokee Tobacco, 11 Wall. 616 (1870); 
Head Money Cases, 112 U.S. 580, 598 ( 1884). 

The language of the delegation to the Sec
retary of Defense in Section 1-3 of Executive 
Order 12215 possess even more d111lcult prob
lems. Section 1-1301 provides that "The 
functions vested in the President and dele
gated to the Secretary of Defense in Section 
1-3 of this Order shall be carried out by the 
Secretary of Defense, who shall, in carrying 
out the said functions, provide by redelega
tion or otherwise, for their performance, in 
a manner consistent with paragraph 3 of 
Article III of the Panama Canal Treaty of 
1977, by the Panama Canal Commission." 

A more convoluted and ambiguous formu
lation would be difficult to devise but the 
quoted sentence appears to say that al
though the functions are delegated to the 
Secretary of Defense they are to be per
formed by the Commission citing paragraph 
3 of Article m of the 1977 as the authority 
for the arrangement. The basic intent there
fore, appears to be a delegation to the Com
mission under the guise of a delegation to 
the Secretary of Defense. 

The objections to this arrangement are 
three-fold. First, as developed more fully 
elsewhere in this report, there is no de
finitive statement anywhere identifying what 
constitutes the Commission. The quoted pro
nouncement of Sections 1-2 of the order only 
adds to the confusion by apparently drawing 
a distinction between the Commission and 
the Secretary of Defense in his relationship 
to the management of the canal. That is, the 
Secretary is not part of the Commission since 
he is directed to provide for performance of 
certain functions by "the Commission." This 
effectively disposes of the arguments by the 
Secretary and Assistant Secretary of the 
Army referred to above, that the Secretary 
of Defense ls, in fact. the head of the Com
mission within the meaning of the Govern
ment in the Sunshine Act. 

Secol!dly, the delegation in Section 3-1 
appears to acquiesce in the argument made 
by President Royo of Panama and the Pana
manian members of the Board that para
graph 3 of Article Jfi of the treaty is the 
sole determinant of the functions of the 
Commission, to the comulete exclusions of 
all other provisions of U.S. law except the 
provision of Public Law 96-70 establlshing 
the Commission.' This of course is simply 
not the case, either as a matter of construc
tion or the language of the treaty of appll
cation or the relevant laws of the United 
States. 

Th!rdly. the delegation of some ot the au
thority included in Section 3-1 of the order 

Footnotes at end of article. 

is inconsistent with Public Law 96-70 and to 
that extent invalid, as more fully discussed 
below. 

This latter point is especially important in 
respact to the functions assigned to the Pres
ident in three sections of the Act that are 
delegated by Section 1-3 of the order, namely 
(1) the authority of the President to fix the 
compensation of and to define the authori
ties and duties of the Deputy Administrator 
and Chief Engineer (Sec. 1104); (2) the au
thority ci the President to prescribe operat
Ing regulations for the Panama canal (Sec. 
1801); and (3) the authority of the Presi
dent to prescribe regulations on specified 
subjects applicable to the United States for 
operation of the Canal (Sec. 1701). 

Section 1104 providing for appointment of 
a Deputy Administrator and a Chief Engi
neer of the Commission who are appointed 
by and perform duties prescribed by the 
President was intended to provide maximum 
fiexib111ty for the President in setting up 
the organization of the Commission. In view 
of other provisions of the Act authorizing 
the Commission to appoint the Ombudsman 
(Sec. 1113) and to appoint, prescribe the 
duties of , and fix the compensation of other 
officers and employees (Sec. 1202) it is ap
parent that the provision for prescription by 
the President of the duties and compensa
tion of the Deputy Administrator and Chief 
Engineer was deliberate and purposive. In
deed Section 1202 authorizing the Commis
sion. to appoint, fix the compensation and 
prescribe the duties of the officers and em
ployees expressly excludes the Deputy Ad
ministrator and Chief Engineer. In these cir
cumstn.nces it could hardly be argued that 
the President could circumvent the plain re
quirement of the Act by a delegation (even 
disguised as a subdelegation) of his author
ity to the Commission. 

The same considerations apply to the at
tempted delegation to the Commission of the 
President's authority to prescribe regulations 
on specified subjects applicable in the areas 
a.nd installations made available to the United 
States for operation of the Canal (Sec. 1701) 
and operating regulations for the Canal (Sec. 
1801). Chapter 7 of Title I of the Act care
fully divides the regulatory authority be
tween the President and the Commission. In 
the case of the operating regulations, the 
Act restores to the President regulatory au
thority he had originally exercised under the 
Panama Canal Act of 1914, and which had 
been transferred to the operating agency be
tween 1951 and the effective date of Public 
Law 96-70. See House Report No. 96-98, Part 
I, page 77. Where the Congressional intent to 
allocate regulatory authority is so clearly 
manifested, that intent can not be circum
vented by a delegation to the very entity that 
Congress intended to deprive of that author
ity. 
Subdelegations to Secretary and Assistant 

Secretary of the Army and Panama Canal 
Commission 
The subdelegattons to the Secretary of the 

Army and Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Civil Works) by the two memorandums of 
18 July 1980 are similarly vulnerable to the 
criticism that they circumvent the baste plan 
of Public Law 96-70 to allocate regulatory 
authority over the Canal and provide for 
varying degrees of supervisory authority over 
the Commission tn the President and Secre
tary of Defense. This defect is exacerbated 
by the absence of an authoritative order or 
directive defining the organization of the 
Commission. The net effect of the subdele
gations is to go a long way toward ellminat
tng the significance of requirements for is
suance or approval of regulations by the Pres
ident or Secretary of Defense since the func
tions of the President and Secretary are sub
delegated down the line to one of the five 
U.S. members of the Commission's Board, 
albeit one of the powers of the Secretary of 
Defense subdelegated to that individual 
member is that of directing the votes of the 

other U.S. members. The subdelegations to 
the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil 
Works) can be regarded as either a concen
tration of U.S. authority using the Board as 
the effective instrument to that end, or a 
dilution of U.S. authority by leaving it en
tirely in the hands of one individual. In 
either case, the effectiveness and legallty of 
the policy represented by the subdelegations 
can best be evaluated on the basis of the 
performance of the Board In the light of the 
intent of Congress expressed in the Act es
tablishing the Commission and providing 
for operation of the Canal. 

RECOMMENDATION NO. 2 

That the President, Secretary of Defense 
nnd Secretary of the Army review and revise 
their respective delegations of authority un
der Publlc Law 96-70 to assure that such 
delegations are consistent with the statutory 
plan incorporated in Publlc Law 96-70 and 
with other applicable provisions of law. 

3. The Board's regulations 
The regulations adopted by the Board at 

the meeting of the Board on June 2 (the 
copy attached to the minutes of the meet
ing is dated June 4) must be considered in 
the light of the considerations discussed in 
the foregoing sections of this report con
cerning conflicting concepts in regard to the 
form of the agency, the role of the Board 
and the other officers of the Commission, the 

relationship of the Commission to the execu
tive branch, and the problem with the dele
gation and subdelegatlons of functions un
der Publlc Law 96-70. As the previous parts 
of this report point out, the Government of 
Panama and the Panamanian members of 
the Board have taken the position and con
tinue to c.ssert in effect that the Board is the 
Commission, that neither is subject to Pub
He Law 96-70 or other laws of the United 
States, and that the 1977 Treaty confers on 
the Board plenary control or the Commis
sion subject only to the language of the 
treaty and the laws of Panama. Against that 
background, the provisions of the regula
tions adopted by the Board involving clearly 
identifiable problems are discussed below. 

1. Authority for regulations. The only 
source of authority for adoption of the regu
lations by the Board referred to tn the text 
or in the testimony at the hearings is Article 
rr of the 1977 treaty (See Sections 1.1, 1.3). 
As previously noted Article Ill of the treaty 
provides that the United States wm carry out 
its responsibilities under the treaty (includ
ing operation of the Canal) by means of a 
United States Government agency called the 
Panama Canal Commission which shall be 
constituted by and in conformity with the 
laws of the United States. The law of the 
United States constituting the Commission 
is Public Law 96-70 and any authority of the 
Board to issue regulations must be found 1n 
that law. Publlc Law 96-70 includes no pro
vision authorizing the Board to prescribe 
regulations on any subject although the 
"Commission" is granted such authority in a. 
number of sections including Section 1102(c) 
providing that the Board shall hold meetings 
as provided in regulations adopted by the 
Commission and approved by the Secretary 
of Defense. The authority to approve the 
regulations is one of those delegated suc
cessively to the Secretary of the Army and 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (CtvU 
Works) .5 

The absence of accur-ate reference to the 
source of authority in the regulations might 
be regarded as a ha'l"mless technicallty lf 
such authority actually existed. But there is 
no authority in the 1977 treaty for issuance 
of the regulations, and as previously noted, 
reliance on the treaty to the exclusion of 
Publlc L3.W 96-70 is an essential premise in 
the unacceptable contention by the Gov
ernment of Panama that the Board is a 
"Board of Directors" and in effect constitutes 
the Commission. 
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2. "The Board of Dlrectors"-Func.~ions. 
The regulations are expressly ent i tled Reg
ula tLons of the Board of Directors Pla.nama. 
canal commission" and Sect ion 1.1 provides 
that the "Board," in which certain re-spon
sibility is vest by Article III 3 (a) of the 
1977 treaty, "shall be called the . Bo~rd of 
Directors, Panama Canal CommissiOn. This 
terminology appears nowhere in the treaty. 
Public Law 96-70, the nominations of the 
u .s. members to serve on the Board, or 
the Senate's action confirming the nomina
tions. The use of the term "Board of Direc
tors" serves separate objectives of the ex
ecutive branch and of the Government of 
Panama. In the case of the executive branch 
it appears to identify the Commission as the 
"successor agency of the Panama Canal 
Company" which by law had a Bowrd of 
Directors with specifically granted manage
ment powers and freedom from restraints ap
plicable to other Government agencies .<~ 

From the standpoint of the Government 
of Pana-ma the assumption of the name 
"Board of Directors" is intended to estab
lish that the Board has authority to manage 
the Commission, in fact that it constitutes 
the Commission, with the asserted conse
quence that by reason of the membership 
on the Board of the nationals of Pana.ma 
the Commission is, in the last analysis , sub
Ject to the laws of Panama. As previously 
noted, the Congress has rejected both these 
theories in enacting Public Law 96-70. 

one of the practical effects of treating the 
Board as a "Board of Directors" is spelled 
out in Section 1.1 of the Regulations which 
unequivocally, if inaccurately, states that 
"Responsibility for policy making and super
vision of the affairs of the Panama Canal 
Commission is vested in a Board by Article 
III 3(a), Panama Canal Treaty of 1977." Sec
tion 1.1 also provides that "The Bowrd shall 
review and approve for submission to the 
Congress the annual budget of the Commis
sion to include the capital program for Canal 
improvements." This description of the 
budget process for the Commission is in 
fiat conflict with the applicable provisions 
of U.S. law on the submission of budget esti
mates incorporated in Title 31 of the U.S. 
Code. 31 U.S.C. 22 provides that the head of 
each department and establishment shall 
prepare or cause to be prepared in each year 
his requests for appropriations. Such re
quests are submitted to the President 
through the Office of Management and 
Budget (31 U.S.C. 23) and the Presid.ent 
transmits the Budget to the Congress. (31 
U.S.C. 11). Direct submission to the Congress 
by any otncer or employee of an agency is 
prohibited. 39 U.S.C. 15. 

One obvious legal problem involved in the 
treatment-of- the Board as the head of the 
agency required by law to submit the budg
et estimates to the President, is the theory 
of the executive branch asserted in the 
hearings on H.R. 111 that while the Com
mission is a U.S. Government agency, sub
ject to the laws of the United States, the 
Panamanian members of the Board represent 
Panama and are not subject to U.S. law. 
See, for exam?le, the letters from Presicent 
Royo to President Carter and the statement 
of H. Miles Foy, Attorney-Advisor, Offtce of 
Legal Counsel, Department of Justice in 
Hearings "Canal Operation Under 1977 
Treaty-Part 2," 96th Congress Serial No. 
96-2, pp. 1290 et seq. This analysis of the 
status of the Board and the exemption of 
its Panamanian members from U.S. law was 
rejected in the report on the legislation by 
the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. House Report 96-98, Part I, 96th 
Congress, pages 42-46. 

A practical consequence of the same prob
lem is graphically Ulustrated by the Board's 
treatment of the 1982 budget, which the 
Board considered at its second meeting held 
on July 22 and 23. omce of Management 
and Budget Circula.r A-10, revise<l Novem-

ber 12, 1976 stresses that agency submissions 
concerning the budget constitute confiden
tial advice to the President and that the 
head of each agency is responsible for pre
venting premature disclosure of budgetary 
information. Notwithstanding this provision, 
on the day following the meeting of the 
Board the Panamanian members released to 
the press a statement that one of the ac
tions of the Board had been the approval of 
the 1982 budget for the Commission includ
ing $27 million for capital improvements 
and that the total budget includes $430 
million. On the same occasion, another Pan
amanian member of the Board stressed that 
the Panamanian members are not subject 
to any u.s. law. La Estrella ae Panama, July 
24, 1980, page 1. 

3. Appointment of Offtcers and Employees. 
Section 1.3 (a) of the Regulations recites 
that the members of the Board are appoint
ed by the President of the United States "for 
an indefinite term" in accordance with Ar
ticle III of the 1977 treaty. In point of fact 
Article III says nothing about appointment 
of the members of the Board by the Presi
dent, or their tenure. Section 1102 (b) o! 
Public Law 96-70 does provide for appoint
ment of the members of the Board by the 
President, requires Senate confirmation of 
U.S. nationals appointed to the Board, and 
provides that all members "shall hold of
fice at the pleasure of the President." Sub
section (b) is one of three subsections of 
Section 1102, all of which contain provisions 
governing some aspect of the appointment 
or services of the members o! the Board. 

Section 1.3(b) of the Regulations provides 
that the "Board of Directors" may elect or 
appoint such other otncers and agents as it 
shall deem necessary or as business of the 
Commission may require, in carrying out the 
provisions of the Panama Canal Treaty of 
1977, each of whom shall hold otnce for such 
period, have such authority and perform 
such duties as the Board of Dliectors may 
prescribe from time to time." Article IV of 
the Regulations exercises that authority by 
prescribing the duties of the Administrator 
and Deputy Administrator and by providing 
for appointment of a Secretary and prescrib
ing his duties. 

These provisions squarely pose the ques
tion of the identity of the Commieslon and 
the relationship of the Board, the Adminis
trator, and the Secretary of Defense. Section 
1202(a) authorized the Commission to ap
point, fix the compensation of and define the 
authorities and duties of otficers, agents, at
torneys and employees (other than the Ad
ministrator. Deputy Administrator and Chief 
Engineer). Under Title 5 of the U.S. Code the 
head of an agency 1s generally authorized to 
perform such functions. 
Ne~essarilv, in adoption of the Regulations 

the Board either assumed that it is the ''Com
mission" or the head of the agency, neither 
of which asc:umptlons is supported by Public 
Law 96-70. In any event, even 1f the assump
tion were correct, the law vests in the Pres
ident authority to prescribe the duties of the 
Administrator, Deputy Administrator and 
Chief Engineer and that authority is ex
pre.3ely withheld from the Commission. The 
attempted delegation and subdelegation of 
this authority in reference to the Deputy 
Administrator and Chief Engineer is dis
cusse:i above along with other problems in
volved in the delegation of authority under 
Public Law 96-70. 

4. Oath of Otfice. Section 1102(b) of Pub
lic Law 96-70 provides: 

"Each member of the Board. . . . before 
assuming the duties of such otnce, shall take 
an oath to discharge faithfully the duties of 
his otfice." 

In compliance with this section the U.S. 
nationals -appointed to the Board executed 
the standard oath administered to all offtcers 
and employees of the U.S. Government. (5 
u.s.c. 3331). 

Each of the Panamanian nationals signed 
an ·'c:.illrmat ic.n " that he would 1aithfully 
uischa.rge the duties of his office, without 
specifying the o..:Uce. The affirmation was 
ad.cniui.:>t ered by the Deputy Administrator, 
himself a l:'anamania.n national. 'i ·he Sub
c-.~nunittee was advised at the July 28 hear
ing that the Deputy Administrator had been 
authorized to acLminister the affirmation by 
the Administrator, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 2903 
which pro Jides that an "employee of an 
Executi ve agency" designated in writing by 
" the head of the Executive agency" may ad
minister the oath of office required by Section 
33&1 of Title 5 or "any other oath required 
by law in connection with employment in 
the executive branch." 

5. Closed Meetings-Government in the 
Sunshine Act. Section 1.5 (a) of the Regu
lations provides that "Board meetings shall 
not be open to the public." Section 552b of 
the Title 5 of the U.S. Code, the Government 
in the Sunshine Act, provides that "every 
portion of every meeting of an agency shall 
be open to public observation," subject to 
certain specified limited exceptions. The 
section further requires that in the case of 
each meeting, the agency shall make a public 
announ::ement and publish notlce in the Fed
eral Register at least one week before the 
meeting of the time, place and subject matter 
of the meeting and whether it is to be open 
or closed to the public. Provision is also made 
for enforcement of the section by the District 
Courts of the United States. 

The definition of an "agency" subject to 
the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 552b is "any agency 
headed by a collegial body, composed of two 
or more individual members, a majority of 
whom are appointed to such position by the 
President with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, and any subdivision thereof author
ized to act on behalf of the agency." The 
application of this definition is discussed 
above in this report in connection with Rec
ommendation No. 1 for issuance of a directive 
establishing the organization for the Panama 
Canal Commission. 

The dilemma apparently posed by the 
Board's adoption of the Regulations in gen
eral, and the provision for closed meetings 
in particular is that if the Board is not the 
head of the Commission, the Board has no 
authority to issue the regulations. If the 
Board does head the Commission it is re
quired by the Government in the Sunshine 
Act to hold open meetings. 

However, without regard to the technical 
application of the Act the Commission could 
resolve the dilemma by providing open meet
ings of the Board in .accordance with the pol
icy of the Act. 

6. Executive Committee-Quorum. Section 
3.1. of the Regulations provides for an Execu
tive Committee consisting of four members 
in addition to the Chairman of the Board. 
Two of the members are to be U.S. nationals 
and two are to be Panamanian nationals. 
Three members constitute a quorum when 
they include the Chairman and one other 
U.S. national. Under Section 3.1 (b) during 
intervals between meetings of the Board of 
the Executive Committee is authorized to 
exercise "all the powers of the Board of 
Directors." 

Section 1102(c) of Publlc Law 96-70 pro
vides in reference to the Board that "A 
auorum for the transaction of business shall 
consist of a majority of the Board members 
of which a majority of those present are 
nationals of the United States." This sec
tion requires the presence of 5 members of 
whom three members are U.S. nationals for 
exercising any powers the Board may have. 

Section 3.1. of the Regulations is palpably 
inconsistent with Section 1102(c) of the Act 
and as such is invalid. At the hearing on 
July 28 the Assistant Secretary of the Army 
attemuted to justify the provisions of the 
regulation on the ground of the dltnoulties 
inherent in applying the law as written. 
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This kind of selective enforcement of the 
law on the basis of notions of expediency is 
alien to our constitutional system of Govern
ment. 

RECOMMENDATION NO. 3 

That the Panama Canal Commission pro
vide for open meetings of the Board in ac
cordance with the provisions of Section 552b 
of Title 5 of the United States Code. 

RECOMMENDATION NO. 4 

That the Board of the Panama Canal Com
mission rescind the regulations adopted at 
its meeting on June 7, 1980. 

4. Authorization of appropriations and 
expenditures 

Section 1302 (c) (1) of Public Law 96-70 
provides: · 

"No funds may be apuropriated to or for 
the use of tbe Commission, nor may any 
funds be obligated or expended by the Com
mission for any fiscal year, unless such ap
propriation, obligation or expenditure has 
been specifically authorized bv law." 

Similarly, Rule XXI of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives provides in perti
nent part as follows: 

"2. No appropriation shall be reported in 
any general appropriation bill, or be in 
order as an amendment thereto, for an 
expenditure not previously authorized by 
law, unless in continuation of appropriations 
for such public works and objects as are 
already in progress. . . . " 

As part of its oversight and budgetary 
responsibilities for legislation relating to the 
Panama Canal, the Panama Canal Subcom
mittee moved promptly to provide the au
thorization for appropriations to finance the 
operations of the Canal· from the effective 
date of Public Law 96-70. See Hearings 
"Panama Canal Commission Authorization 
and Oversight-1980" 96th Congress, 1st 
Session, Serial No. 96-7; Hearings "Panama 
Canal Authorization and Oversight" 96th 
Congress, 2nd Session, Serial No. 96-25. 

After the hearings in the first session of 
the 96th Congress, the Committee reported 
and the House passed H .R. 5269, authorizing 
appropriations for FY 1980. House Report 
No. 96-447, 96th Congress, 1st Session; Con
gressional Record October 24, 1979, H. 961:8 
et seq. The bill was amended by the Senate 
Committee (Senate Report No. 96-419, 96th 
Congress) and passed the Senate on Decem
ber 3. (Congressional Record p. S. 16894). 
The House rejected the Senate amendments, 
asked for a Conference, and instructed the 
Conferees to adhere to the House language 
of Section 4 of the bill. Congressional 
Record December 4, 1979, p. H. 12256. No 
further action was taken on the bill in the 
Senate, but in the meantime the Congress 
passed and the President approved H.R. 4440 
including appropriations for operation of 
the Canal in FY 1980 (Public Law 96-131, 
approved November 30, 1979). 

After the authorization and oversight 
hearings early in the second session of the 
96th Congress on April 5, 1980, the Commit
tee reported H .R. 6515 , authorizing appro
priations for the Panama Canal Commis
sion for FY 1981. This bill provided dollar 
limitations on certain objects of expendi
ture, and reduced the total amol'nt re
quested in the budget estimates. See House 
Report 96-882. On May 20, 1980, the Rules 
Committee reported a rule for consiceration 
of the bill on the fioor. H. Res. 674, 96th 
Congress. 

On July 31 , 1980, the House oassed H .R. 
7831, the Department of Transportation 
Appropriation Act, 1980, containing appro
priations for the Panama Canal Commis
sion, after adopting an amendment incorpo
rating the dollar limitations included in 
H.R. 6515 . Congressional Record July 31 , 
1980, pp. 6891, 6892. 

Under Section 1302(c) (1) the enactment 

of authorizing legislation is necessary as a 
prerequisite to expenditure of funds by the 
Commission notwithstanding that in some 
circumstances under the House rules ap
propriations may be enacted without such 
authorization. In addition to these consid
erations, the exercise of close control by the 
Congress over the appropriation and ex
penditure process is given a special impor
tance by the insistence of the Government 
of Panama and the nationals of Panama ap
pointed to the Commission's Board that the 
Commission is not subject to the provisions 
of Public Law 96-70 and other laws of the 
United States. See, for example President 
Royo's letter to President Carter dated Janu
ary 10, 1980, Congressional Record March 11, 
1980, pages S. 2399 et seq., and news accounts 
of views of Panamanian members of the 
Commission's Board , all reproduced in the 
report of t;he July 28th hearing. 

Although some expenditures by the 
Panama Canal Commission are authorized 
by Public Law 96-70 and other provisions of 
general law, much of the budgetary pro
gram developed in the oversight and author
ization hearings by the Panama Canal Sub
committee relates to activities previously 
authorized for the Panama Canal Company, 
all of which have been repealed. Many of 
such activities appear not to be necessary 
to the accomplishment of the primary re
sponsibility of the Commission to maintain 
and operate the Canal. In a number of in
stances the precise nature of the expendi
ture is totally obscured by the description 
in the justification submitted to the Con
gress in support of the budget. 

All these considerations suggest the neces
sity for vigorous and continuous examina
tion of the fiscal activities of the Commis
sion to assure that all expenditures are au
thorized by law. 

Rr'COMMENDATION NO. 5 

That the Congress and the Comptroller 
General of the United States take appro
priate steps to carry into effect the provisiocs 
of Public Law 96-70 prohibiting appropria
tions to or for the use of the Panama Canal 
Commission or obligation or exuenditure of 
funds by the Commission unless such ap
propriation, expenditure or obligation has 
been specifically authorized by law. 

5. Inf01·mation to the Congress 
Since the effective date of Public Law 

96-70 and the commencement of operations 
by the Panama Canal Commission, tbe Sub
committee has experienced inord 'nate dif
ficulty in obtaining current information in 
regard to actions taken by the executive 
branch to execute the law. Copies of direc
tives, regulations, delegations of authority, 
press releases and reports have not been 
furnished to the Subcommittee on a routine 
basis, and 1n fact many of such documents 
have been withheld even after specific re
quest. As a result, the Subcommittee and the 
Congress as a whole has been forced to rely 
on screening of the press and other media, 
reports from outside sources, and occasional 
responses to official reouests to the Com
mission for specific items of information, 
notice of the existence of which has come 
f'rom outside sourr:es. 

For example, after receipt of advice from 
outside sources that the Commission had 
issued a press release concerning the meet
ing of the Board held on June 2, 3 and 4, the 
Chairman of the Subcommittee requested 
the Secretary of the Commission to provide 
a copy of t:toe release. The copy of the press 
release was furnished by the Commission's 
Secretary on June 18. The press release an
nounced that &t the June meeting the Board 
had adopted regulations governing the 
Board's functions and had considered a draft 
Code of Conduct for the members of the 
Board and employees of the Commission. 

By a letter dated June 18, the Chairman 
of the Subcommittee requested copies of the 
regulations and of the draft Code of Con
duct and stated the assumption that the 
Subcommittee would continue to receive 
copies of the minutes of the Board as soon 
as they became available. On June 27, the 
Secretary of the Commission advised that 
the regulations had been "adopted in prin
ciple" at the June meeting but must be re
viewed "in final form" at a meeting sched
uled for July 21-22; that the Code of Conduct 
considered at the June meeting was "still 
very preliminary" and would also be taken 
up at the July meeting; and that the min
utes of each meeting of the Board would be 
furnished after they had been approved at 
the· succeeding meeting. No documents were 
enclosed. Thereafter by letter dated July 8, 
without reference to the previous correspond
ence, the Secretary transmitted a copy of 
the minutes of the June meeting which, in
cidentally, show that the Board's regulations 
had been adopted at the meeting on June 2. 
At the hearing on July 28th the Subcom
mittee was advised that the Code of Conduct 
had been adopted by the Board at the July 
meeting, but a copy of the Code was not 
furnished to the Subcommittee until Sep
tember 2. On August 7, publication of Sub
part A of t'P e Code was COlllmenced in the 
Star and Herald, published in Panama in a 
series of articles under the by-line of the 
Panama representative of AFSCME, an orga
nization of Panama Canal employees. 

This example is sufficient to indicate that 
no procedure has been established by the 
Commission or the Assistant Secretary of the 
Army (Civil Works) to keep the Congress 
advised of develooments in the administra
tion of the Canai under Public Law 96-70. 
It can hardlv be argued that an undertaking 
to furnish the minutes of each meeting of 
the Board after approval at the next succeed
ing meeting, which mav be deferred for a 
SlJI'}stantial period of time, constitutes an 
adeouate arranvement for furnishing cur
rent information to the Congress. 

The adoption of recommendation 3 that 
the Commission provide for open meetings 
of the Board in accordance with the pro
visions of the Government in the Sunshine 
Act would to some extent compens::1te for the 
lack of such procedures, but would not oe 
an adequate substitute. 

RECOMMENDATION NO. 6 

That the Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Civil Works) and the Administrator of the 
Panama. Canal Commission establish ade
quate procedures to provide to the Congre.~s 
on a current basis information in regard to 
the issuance of regulations and directives 
and other important developments affecting 
the operation of the Panama Canal under 
Public Law 96-70. 

FOOTNOTES 

~The letters from President Royo to Pres
ident Carter, and related statements by the 
Panamanian members of the Board (who 
are pr~ent or former officials of the Gov
ernment of Panaina) are reproduced in the 
rep:>rt of the July 28 Hearing. 

The legislation to implement the treaty 
proposed by the Department of State and 
introduced in the House as H.R. 1716 and 1n 
the Senate as S. 1024, would have retained 
the corporate form for the Panama Canal 
Commission with management authority 
vested in the Board of Directors preserving 
for the Commission the structure and power 
of the Panama Canal Company. The .tiouse 
Committee Merchant Marine and FLsberies 
rejected the form of the agency proposed 1n 
H.R. 1716 and passed H .R. 111 which substi
tuted for the corporation an appropriated 
fund agency subject to stringent fiscal and 
management controls. H. Rpt. No. 96-98, 
Parts I and II; Cong. Rec. May 21, 1979, p. 
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11948 et seq. The Senate amended H.R . 111 
to substitute the organizational provisions 
of s. 1024. s. Rpt. No. 96-255; Cong. Rec. 
July 26, 1979, p. 20757 et seq. However, in 
conference the Senate receded from the 
amendments that would have preserved the 
corpor~te form of the ae,ency with manage
ment vested in a Board of Directors, and tne 
language establishing the Commission as an 
agency in the Executive Branch of the U.l:>. 
Government subject to the authority of tne 
President, exerci.sed through the Secretary of 
Defense was agreed to. H. Rpt. 98-473; s. 
Rpt. 96-330; Cong. Rec. September 25, 19'/9, 
Rpt. 96--330; Cong. Rec. September 24, 1979, 
pages 26958 et seq.; September 25, 1979, 
pages 26000 et seq.; September 26, 1979, 
pages 26326 et seq. 

2 The documents involved in the successive 
delegation and redelegatlons of authority are 
set out in the record of thtl July 28 hearing. 

a All the documents are set out in full in 
report of the hearings. The problems in
volved in the succeESive delegation and re
delegations of authority are discussed more 
fully in the succeeding part of this report. 

• The concept that the Board is a bi
national entity not subject to the laws of 
the United States is probably derived from 
the provisions of the draft treaties nego
tiated by the two countries in 1967 but never 
signed. Article II of the Panama Canal treaty 
provided that Panama and the United States 
·'hereby establish an international juridical 
entity to be known as the joint administra
tion of the Panama Canal" to operate, main
tain and improve the Canal and administer 
the Canal areas. Article IV provided that 
"the governing body of the administration 
shall be a board consisting of nine members," 
four of whom were to be appointed by 
Panama and five of whom were to be ap
pointed by the United States. 

The text of the 1967 treaty was printed in 
the Congressional Record for July 17, 1967 
\Vol. 113, page 9209) and reproduced and 
discus~ed in a report in the 91st Congress by 
the Subcommittee on Panama Canal of the 
House Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries entitled "Report on the Problems 
Concerning the Panama Canal" ( 1970) . The 
Subcommittee report is reprinted at page 
1377 in "Background Documents Relating to 
the Panama Canal" prepared for the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations, United States Sen
ate by the Congre~slonal Research Service in 
the 95th Congress during consideration of 
the 1977 treaties. 

a The statutory plan obviously contem
plates that the approval of the regulations 
is an action separate from the adoption of 
the regulations, even though, as a member 
of the Board, the AssL<>tant Secretary of the 
Armv participates in the action adopting the 
re~ulations. 

e See Apoendix to t.he President's Budget 
F .Y. 1980 page 953 . The form and inuch of 
the content of the re<mlations adopted by 
the Bot~.rd on June 2 are ob.,iously based on 
the "Bylaws" adonted by the Board of Direc
tors of the Panama Canal Company, q.v. 

LEUKF.MIA AMONG PA.'R'l'l:r~IPANTS 
IN MILITARY M~UVERS AT A 
NUCLEAR BOMB TEST 

<Mr. CARTER asked and was given 
permissi.on to extend his remarks at thi.s 
point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, in Jan
uary; February, and July 1978, the House 
Health and Environment Subcom
mittee on which I serve as ranking Re
publican held extensive hearings on the 
health effects of radiation with special 
attention to the possible link between 
radiation exposure at the Government's 

nuclear testing program-1945-76-and 
the increased incidence of leukemia and 
other cancer among test participants. A 
major impetus for our concern about the 
health effects of nuclear test radiation 
grew out of the struggle of a veteran 
from Turkey Neck Bend in my home 
county to obtain service-connected com
pensation for the hairy cell leukemia 
which he had developed almost 20 
years later as a result of his participa
tion in the Government's testing pro
gram. 

Today I am including in the RECORD 
an extremely important epidemiological 
study, published this week in the Journal 
of the American Medical Association, 
which assesses the relationship between 
nuclear test radiation and the increased 
incidence of leukemia among partici
pants at one particular blast called 
SMOKY, which occurred August 31, 
1957, at the Nevada nuclear test site. 

This study, undertaken as a result of 
our panel's hearings and because of the 
involvement of my veteran constituent, 
Donald Coe, was directed by Glyn G. 
Caldwell, M.D., of the U.S. Center for 
Disease Control in Atlanta. This study 
found almost three times the expected 
number of leukemia cases among soldiers 
who were present at SMOKY. In my 
view, this research shows clearly that 
there is a statistically significant associa
tion between the development of leu
kemia and exposure to nuclear test 
radiation. 

And although this SMOKY study 
looked only at the incidence of leukemia, 
and the authors point to the need for 
followup research, I believe, as one who 
has been actively involved in this matter 
for 3 years, that additional studies will 
ultimately prove beyond doubt the link 
between these servicemen's participation 
in the testing program and their ill
nesses. I only hope that the answers do 
not come too late for the many hundreds 
of our veterans who are fighting a hold
ing action against th.e bureaucracy with 
time, for too many, on the bureaucracy's 
side. 

I might add that two of the SMOKY 
leukemia victims, Paul Cooper, of Em
mett, Idaho, and Donald Coe, success
fully appealed the Veterans' Administra
tion's denials of their claims. But onlv in 
Mr. Coe's case would the VA concede a 
causal link between the radiation expo
sure at SMOKY and hi.s leukemia. Mr. 
Coe is the only one of the nine leukemia 
victims covered by this study who is alive 
today. 

In closing, I want to commend Dr. 
caldwell, his staff, and Dr. William 
Foege, director of the Center for Disease 
Control, for their tremendous contribu
tion to our understanding of the health 
risks of radiation. 

A copy of the October 3 J.A.M.A. article 
follows: · 
LEUKEMIA AMONG PARTICIPANTS IN MILITARY 

MANEUVERS AT A NUCLEAR BOMB TEST-A 
PRELIMINARY REPORT 

(By Glyn G. Caldwell, M.D.; Delle B. Kelley; 
Clark W. Heath, Jr., M.D.) 

(Preliminary studies indicate that nine 
cases of leukem.ia have occurred a.m.ong 3.224 
men who oarticioated in military maneuvers 
during the 1957 nuclear test explosion 
"Smoky." This represents a significant in-

crease over the expected incidence of 3.5 
cases. Tl:!ey included four cases of acute mye
locytic leukemia, three of chronic myelocytic 
leukemia, and one each of hairy cell and 
acute lymphocytic leukemia. At time of diag
nosis, patient ages ranged from 21 to 60 years 
(mean, 41.8 years) and the interval from time 
of nuclear test to diagnosis from two to 19 
years (mean, 14.2 years). Film-badge records, 
which are available for eight of the nine 
men, indicated gamma radiation exposure 
levels ranging from 0 to 2,977 mrem (mean, 
1,033 mrem). Mean film-badge gamma dose 
for the entire Smoky cohort was 466.2 
mrem.) 

In late 1976, the C<:nter for Disease Con
trol received notice of a patient who asso
ciated his recently diagnosed acute myelocy
t ic leukemia (AML) with his presence at an 
a t mosnheric nuclear bomb test. He had been 
one of about 200 paratroopers flown to Ne
vada from Fort Bragg, N.C., to participate in 
psychological and physical tests after observ
ing the detonation of a nuclear device called 
"Smoky" on Aug. 31, 1957, at the Nevada 
nuclear test site. 

To test the possibility of a causal asso
ciation between nuclear test radiation and 
leukemia in this patient, an epidemiologic 
study was undertaken to measure the fre
quency of leukemia and other cancers in 
military personnel who had been present at 
this particular test. Two possibilltles, be
yond the notion that the association might 
bo fortuitous, were considered: first, that 
low levels of radiation, such as nuclear test 
participants are presumed to have received, 
may cause cancer more frequently than 
previously thought; and second, that radia
tion received during nuclear tests, and par
ticularly during the Smoky test, may have 
been greater than originally estimated. This 
report presents preliminary results of this 
study with respect to leukemia. 

BACKGROUND 

Between 1945 and June 1976, the United 
Strutes detonated 588 nuclear devices, 183 
of which were detonated in the atmosphere. 
Of this total , 475 were exploded in the con
tinental United States, with 466 in Nevada.t 
Military troo;>s participated in the tests in 
1951 , 1952, 1953, 1955, and 1957. About 250,-
000 troops are estimated to have been pres
ent at one or more of these nuclear tests. 
This number does not include nonmilitary 
scientific, or contractor personnel, some of 
whom were present at several tests. 

During the 1957 test series, Operation 
Plumbbob, 25 nuclear devices were exploded, 
including Smoky, a 44-kiloton bomb that was 
detonated atop a 210-m steel tower adjacent 
to tbe Smoky foothills . Two separate troop 
operations were conduc+ed during Plum'IJbob, 
the first by the U.S. Marine Corps early in 
July and the second by U.S. Army troops in 
late July and August. In addition to being 
present at the detonation of Smoky, however, 
many of the troops observed at least one other 
blast and practiced maneuvers in areas where 
residual contamination from previous blasts 
may have existed.2 For the detonation or 
Smoky, some US Army units were transported 
by helicopters to an area approximately 2,700 
m from ground zero. Rehearsals for tbese 
maneuvers included the observation of the 
detonation of Doppler from a distance or 
2,€00 m. Task Force Big Bang, the US Army 
unit to which tbe index patient was assigned, 
was to participate in exercises designed to 
determine how well military personnel, who 
had never seen an atomic explosion, would 
perform various combat tasks after such an 
experience. Additional tasks assigned to other 
units included retrieval of contaminated 
equipment, provision of support functions, 
and tbe piloting of helicopters and planes for 
troop movement or radiation monitoring. Be-

Footnotes at end of article. 
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cause of a wind shift, however, the Big Bang 
maneuvers were not carried out at the time 
of Smoky; instead, the troops watched the 
test from a point approximately 29 km from 
ground zero. The postponed field maneuvers 
were carried out three days later, in an area 
possibly contaminated with fallout from 
Smoky. In the interim, the troops had Wit
nessed a second shot (GaUl eo) . 

SUBJECTS AND METHODS 

The intent of our study was to identify all 
military persons present at the detonation of 
Smoky, to trace each such person's health 
status, to retrieve or reconstruct information 
for each person concerning radiation dose 
received from the detonation of Smoky, and 
to relate leukemia and cancer incidence in 
the cohort to this dose information and to 
expected levels of incidence in nonexposed 
populations. 

Persons present at the detonation of 
Smoky were not easily identified. The index 
patient was unable to name more than a few 
of the men with him at the test; neither 
could any central record system be found to 
provide complete listings of test participants. 

Our first systematic information came from 
the Smoky military afteraction report.3 While 
this report did not identify individuals pres
ent at the detonation of Smoky, it did pro
vide a partial listing of military units, esti
mated to include at least 2,235 troops. In 
August 1977, the Armed Forces Radiobiology 
Research Institute (AFRRI) provided a list 
giving individual information (name, serial 
number, rank, unit, and film-badge radiation 
dose) on 3,153 mmtary personnel who had 
been issued radiation film badges for the pe
riod that included Aug. 31, 1957. Compiled by 
hand from microfilm records stored at the 
US Army Signal Col1>S Depot in Lexington, 
Ky., the list comprised mainly army pers~n
nel, even though the afteraction report had 
indicated that other m111tary brancnes- had 
been present. Supplemented with informa
tion compiled from other sources (Canada, 
the US Navy, the US Marine Corps, and the 
Air National Guard), this listing constitutes 
the cohort of 3,224: men in this study. No 
military unit or individual participant was 
included without confirmation of pre'3ence 
at Smoky by documents from the Depart-

Footnotes at end of article. 

ment of Defense or the Department of 
Energy. 

Identification of cancer or leukemia cases 
in this cohort required several methods. Ex
tensive publicity surrounding the index case 
resulted in inquiries from more than 3,000 
individuals, of whom 447 were later con
firmed to have been present at the detona
tion of Smoky. From this group, we identi
fied four additional leukemia victims, one of 
whom was a member of an Air National 
Guard unit not included in the AFRRI film
badge listing but confirmed by AFRRI to 
have been present at Smoky. 

The AFRRI list was first matched against 
various clinical files, including the diagnos
tic files of the Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology (AFIP), the death benefit files at 
the Veterans Administration, and records 
maintained at the National Personnel Rec
ords Center. Two additional ca!Oes of leu
kemia were identified from AF-P re~ords and 
one from VA records. Hospital clinical rec
ords of leukemia patients v.ere reviewed, and, 
when feasible, pathology specimens (mostly 
samples of bone marrow and peripheral 
blood) were obtained for microscopic review. 

Subsequent efforts have involved ( 1) link
ing of the cohort listing to various federal 
records systems to obtain perso nal identify
in"' information (date of birth, date of death, 
cu~-rent address) and (2) contacting individ
uals or survi·•ing family mem'l)er" to confi-m 
presence at Smoky, to seek names and ad
dresses of others a ' so present .. anci to asc~>r
tain health status. As of March 1980, a total 
of 2,459 cohort members (76%) had been 
traced through these procedures, and date 
of birth had been ascertained for 3,094 per
sons (96%). Information concerning radia
tion exposure has come entirely from the 

Protection Agency laboratories have per
formed radionuclide analyses on tissue speci
mens obtained at autopsy from two of the 
leukemia patients, but elevated levels were 
not found. 

Assuming the observed values to be dis
tributed as a Poisson variable, we tested for 
statistical significance by the use of Poisson 
tables. The resulting probabilities are the 
probab111ties of observing by chance values 
as large as or larger than actually observed. 

RESULTS-cHARACTERISTICS OF LEUKEMIA 
PATIENTS 

Leukemia has been confirmed by bone 
marrow examination in nine Smoky test 
participants: 4 With AML, 3 with chronic 
myelocytic leukemia (CML), 1 with hairy cell 
leukemia, and 1 with acute lymphocytic leu
kemia (Table 1). The nine men ranged in age 
from 19 to 46 years (mean, 27.3 years) at the 
time of the Smoky test and 21 to 60 years 
(mean, 41.8 years) at the time of diagnosis. 
Intervals between the Smoky detonation and 
dates of diagnosis ranged from two to 19 
years (mean, 14.2 years). All but one patient 
are now dead, and four underwent autopsies. 
Of the nine patients, only eight had adequate 
records available, and most presented with 
symptoms related to anemia. Examination 
of the peripheral blood showed anemia in 
these eight patients, with leukocytosis in 5, 
leukopenia in 2, thrombocytopenia in 5, and 
leuk.emic blast cells in 4. Blast cell crisis 
occurred in two cases of CML (No.4 and 7). 

In case 3, diagnosis of leukemia was pre
ceded by a ten-year history of anemia and 
granulocytopenia. In case 4, a second pri
mary tumor, possibly arising in lung or bone. 
may have been present. 

INCIDENCE 

film-badge records provided by AFRRI and Values of observed and expected 1ncJdence 
from dosimetry files maintained by the pri- of leukemia in the cohort are compared in 
mary contractor for the Atomic Energy Table 2 for different cell type groupings. 
Commission at the Nevada test site. Work Expected incidence was calculated by apply
is in progre"'s to reconstruct exposure levels ing age- and sex-specific incidence rates' to 
from other sources. Particular attention has person-years accumulated by the Smoky co
been paid to potential intern~! exposures hort from 1957 through mid-1977 (20 years). 
because the film badges recorded only ex- Expected mortality was ca1Cl1lated !rom US 
ternal gamma and beta doses. Conceivably, ratec; for 1970 s in relation to the period mld
radion JClides could ha"'e been inhaled or in- 1957 through .mid-1978 (21 years). All com
gested and then deposited in bone or other parisons indicate that the C'bserved number 
tissue where they continued to irradiate t:t>e of cases constitutes a statisticallv significant 
partici!)ant after the film badge was removed. increac:e over the expected incidence of lfm-
Department of Energy and Environmental kemia (Table 2). 

TABLE i.-CLINICAL FEATURES OF THE 9 LEUKEMIA PATIENTS AMONG SMOKY PARTICIPANTS 

Case 
leukemic 
cell type 1 

L ••••. ·-·-···· AML 
2 ••.... ---·-··· Hr.L 
3 •.•..••....... AML 
4 •...•• -·-····· CML 

5 ______ --···- - · AML 
6 ______ -------· AML 
7 ··---- ··--··-· CML 
8 •••••••.•.•.•• CML 
9 ______ -----··· All 

Age, year 

In Auvust 
1957 At diagnosis Date of onset Date of diagnosis Date of death 

23 
24 
46 
23 

34 
33 
23 
21 
19 

42 January, 1976 ..•.•.• February, 1976 .•...• February, 1978 •••.•. 
44 Au2ust, 1976 ..•.... December, 1976 ••... Alive .. ······------
60? 1961. ---····- ....•• February 1972 •• _ •.. Mav, 1972 •.•... •• __ 
34 --·-····-·····-····-· August, 1968 •• _____ September, 1968 ••.• 

47 June, 1969 •••••..•. October, 1969 •.•.•.• Anril, 1970 .••••.••• 
50 July, 1974 . .....•.•. AU!!USt, 1974 •• _____ May, 1975 • ........• 
39 March, 1973 •••.•••• ~arch, 1973 •..•.... March, 1976 •.••.•.. 
40 June, 1976 •• ·-·- --- January, 1977 ••.•.•. May, 1978 •.•.•.•... 
21 -----------·····---- December 1959 .•.•• 1960 ••........... . . 

Interval 
between 

August 1957 
and diag-

nosis, years Unusual clinical features 

18 
19 
14 Anemia and l!ranulocvtooenia since 1961. 
11 Blast cell crisis in Sentember, 1968; possible 

second primary cancer in lung. 
12 
17 
15 Blast cell crisis in November, 1975. 
19 
2 

1 AML indicates acute myelocytic leukemia; HCL, hairy cell leukemia; CML, chronic myelocytic leukemia; and All, acute lymphocytic leukemia. 

TABLE 2.-LEUKEMIA MORTALITY AND INCIDENCE IN 
SMOKY PARTICIPANTS 

Number of Ob-
leukemia cases served/ Proba-

ex- bility 
Ob- Ex- pected (Pois-

leukemic cell type 1 served pected2 ratio son) 

Mortality (all types) •.••••• 2. 9 2. 4 0. 01 
Incidence: 

All types •• •.•• •. .•••••• 3. 5 2. 3 .01 
AML only ••.••...•••••. 1.1 3.6 .03 
CLM only ......•.. ..••• 0. 7 4. 3 . 03 
AML and CML .••...... 1.8 3. 8 • 003 

1 AML indicates acute myelocytic leukemia; CML, chronic 
myelocytic leukemia. 

2 See text. 

TABLE 3.-RADIATION DOSE LEVELS RECORDED ON FILM 
BADGES OF PATIENTS WITH LEUKEMIA 

Case 

L ..................... . 
2 ••••......•.. ·····- •• -· 
3 ••••.•...••••••.•...... 
4 •• ··········-·····-···· 
5 ... ·-···-·············· 
6 ...............••••••.. 
7 ... .•............••••.. 
R • •• ···············-···· 
9 ..••. ·--····-··--·--·· 

1 No record. 

Total radiation recorded in 1957 

Gamma, mrem 

1, 250 
755 

0 
2, 977 

133 
105 

2, 950 
{I) 
96 

Beta, mrem 

0 
34 
0 
0 
0 
0 

47 
(1) 

0 

RADIATION EXPOSURE AT SMOKY 

The nature of the specific tasks performed 
by each military unit may provide clues for 
dose reconstruction. Only the film-badge 
data contained in the AFRR1 and private 
contractor Ustin~s . however, are currently 
available concerning levels of radiation re
ceived by Smoky test participants. For the 
entire cohort, these data indicate an average 
whole-body gamma dose in 1957 of 466.2 
mrem of radiation (including 207 persons 
for whom recorded film-badge gamma doses 
were zero). No film-badge record exists for 
case a. For the remaining eight cases, gamma 
doses ranged from zero in case 3 to 2,977 
mrem in case 4 (Table 3). Mean gamma dose 
among these eight cases was 1,167 mrem. 
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The accuracy of these data is uncertain for 

two reasons. First, the film badges recorded 
the cumulative radiation dose received for 
the ent ire series of 1957 tests. Since many of 
the Smoky participants probably were pres
ent at other sites, individual film-badge 
readings may reflect radiation from several 
test s. Second, film badges record only exter
nal radiation (gamma and beta radiation) 
and do not measure possible internal expo
sure or radiation from neutrons. No moni
toring was performed for internal exuosures 
resulting from inhalation or ingestion of 
radioactive dust or other particles. Methods 
are being explored by which internal expo
sure levels may be estimated or recon
structed for persons present at Smoky. Meas
urements performed at Department of 
Energy and Environmental Protection 
Agency Laboratories of residual radionuclide 
levels in tissue material from two patients 
have detected no increase in radioactivity; 
liver, lung, spleen, gonad, rib, and vertebra 
were examined from autopsy material from 
patient 1 and spleen from surgical operation 
in patient 2. Elements screened for included 
plutonium 238/ 239, polonium 210, uranium 
235/ 238, and strontium 90. This small num
ber of negative findings, however, does not 
rule out the possLbility of internal exposures, 
particularly from isotopes wit h shorter half
lives that would have dissipated over the 20 
years since the Smoky test. 

OTHER ETIOLOGIES 

In no case did we find stron~ history to 
suggest an exo!lenous cause for leukemia. 
Several patients had a family history of can
cer (No. 2, 3. 6, and 8) , but there were no 
cases of leukemia in first-degree relatives. 
Only patient 6 had more than one relative 
wit h cancer (mother, intestinal cancer; 
!ather, prostatic cancer; 7-year-old son, 
brain tumor) . Patient 2 had a historv of re
peated pesticide exuosure from his work as 
a farmer . Tn patient 3, the anemia that ore
ceded the develoument of leulc"emia had been 
questionably linked to use of chloram"hen
icol. Patient 8, a former commercial air
line pilot, mav have been exoosed to in
creased levels of background cosxnic 
radiation. 

COMMENT 

If not a chance occurrence, the apparent 
excess of leukemia among Smoky partici
pants su~gests that such persons may have 
received more radiation than previously sup
posed or that low doses o! radiation mav be 
more carcinogenic than past estimates ·pre
dicted. The latter idea has received great 
attention recently because of several reoorts 
of cancer in nuclear worlc"ers sub1ected to 
relatively low levels of radiation in the work
place,8·7 in patients receiving diagnostic 
roentgenOJ?rams,s and in persons exposed to 
nuclear fallout in Utah.& All of these studies, 
however, are controversial, and in no instance 
are findings sufficiently clear to warrant re
vision of current dose-response estimates for 
radiation-induced cancer in humans.1o,u For 
low-dose levels, such estimates are based 
largely on extrapolation from high-exnosure 
situations such as studies o! Japanese atomic 
bomb survivors 12 and persons receiving radi
ation therapy for various medical condi
tions.13 Although this process o! dose-re
sponse estimation is extremely imprecise , 
current concepts, assuming an exposure of 1 
rem to each cohort member, would predict 
less than one excess cancer case in the life
time of the Smoky cohort.u,15 

The excess of leukemia cases among Smoky 
partlcluants, therefore, suggests either a 
greater dose than estimated or a greater ef
fect per rem at low-dose levels. Such inter
pretations, however, must be made with cau-

tion, partly because of the small numbers of 
cases involved and partly because of diffi
culties inherent in the study design. Unfor
tunately, it was not possible to define fully 
the cohort under study until months after 
the first leukemia cases had been identified. 
One Inight argue that the initial index case, 
and perhaps case 8 as well, would be excluded 
for subsequent comparisons of observed and 
expected incidence. While we recognize this 
problem, we have chosen to include all cases 
as long as their military units could be offi
cially documented to have been present at 
Smoky. It is unlikely that any additional siz
able units participated in this event. 

Seven of tihe nine leukemia cases were the 
myelocytic or myelomonocytic type and 
hence are clearly compatible with radiation 
leukemogenesis.1a The condition of patient 2 
was diagncsed as as HCL. Hairy ce1l leuke
mia may be related to chronic lymphocytic 
leukemia , which is not associated with radia
tion exposure, although the exact cell type 
of origin of HCL is in dispute.H However, 
whether or not this case is included, the in
crease of observed over expected incidence 
of leukemia in Smoky participants remains 
statistically significant (Table 2) . 

The latent period between exposure and 
diagnosis of leukemia in these cases (two 
to 19 years; mean, 14.4 years) is longer than 
in high-dose exposures involving either 
radiotherapy patients or Japanese atom 
bomb survivors, who had a minimal latency 
of four years with maximum effect seen at 
ten .to 12 years.l3 12 1e While this difference 
may argue against the Smoky cases being 
related to the 1957 test , it is by no means 
certain that the short latency patterns ob
served elsewhere would be expected in what 
may represent a different exposure setting. 

Current information is not sufficient to 
estimate precisely the actual total levels of 
radiation received by troops present at 
Smoky. Work is in progress to reconstruct 
possible internal doses from the fallout 
field of Smoky and other tests . as we11 as 
neutron doses !rom the detonation o! Dop
pler, a nuclear test detonated before Smoky 
that some Smoky participants observed. The 
first attempt at such do~e reconstruction, 
covering Task Force Warrior, has just been 
released 2 and is being reviewed. Eventually, 
dose reconstructions will be de~·eloped for 
each of the units that make up the Smoky 
cohort. 

Since follow-up of the Smoky cohort is in
complete, final analysis of cancer incidence 
and mortality is not possible . To date, how
e·,er, no increased mortality has been seen 
from any form of cancer other than 
leukemia. Additional follow-up studies of 
persons preo;ent at other nuclear tests are 
needed before conclusions can be formed 
regarding the radiation health risks involved. 
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A TRIBUTE TO CONGRESSIONAL 
MEDAL OF HONOR RECIPIENT 
FORREST L. VOSLER 

(Mr. HANLEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 
• Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow, 
October 3, marks the official retirement 
of one of this Nation's true war heroes, 
as Congressional Medal of Honor recip
ient Forrest L. Vosler ends his service as 
officer in charge of the Veterans' Ad
ministration regional office in Syracuse, 
N.Y. 

Forrest Vosler entered military serv
ice at Rochester, N.Y., on October 8, 
1942, and served in the Army Air Corps 
until October 17, 1944. He was honorably 
discharged with the rank of technical 
sergeant. 

Upon leaving the military service, he 
attended Syracuse University and was 
employed by radio station WSYR in 
Syracuse. In June of 1947, he was hired 
as a contact representative with the Vet
erans' Administration in Syracuse. In 
1952, he was promoted to chief of con
tact service at the VA hospital in Syra
cuse. In 1959, he was promoted to officer 
in charge of the VA office in Utica, N.Y. 

On January 1, 1961, Vosler took an 
educational leave of absence to finish 
his studies at Svracuse University. In 
the interim, he was employed as a senior 
claims examiner for Commercial Travel-
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ers Accident & Health Co. in Utica for 
5 years. Self-employed as a stockbroker 
and insurance salesman from 1955 to 
July 1972, he accepted the position of 
officer in charge of the Syracuse VA 
office on July 17, 1972, where he has 
served ever since. 

Those who know Forrest and his wife 
of 35 years, Virginia, know them to be 
active people, with skiing, golfing, and 
traveling high on the list. They also 
know Forrest to be a rare breed of man. 
As we wish him the best of everything in 
his well-earned retirement, I would like 
my colleagues to reflect for a moment on 
a story of incredible courage and brav
ery. It is the kind of story that make·s 
me proud to be an American. 

On August 31, 1944, Forrest Vosler 
was awarded the Congressional Medal of 
Honor. The following citation describes 
his heroic story. 

MOH CITATION 

Forrest L. Vosler: Back in 1946 an un
official committee representing Veterans' 
organizations and former combat newsmen 
were asked to choose World War n heroes 
who epitomized Sergeant Alvin York, gen
erally recognized as the outstanding hero of 
World War!. 

Tennessean York, engaged in action with 
the Germans in the Argonne Forest, single
handedly captured a German machine gun 
Battalion. He killed 25 enemy soldiers and 
took 132 pri.soners. 

Former Tech Sergeant Forrest L . (Woody) 
Vosler was chosen as the "Sergeant York of 
the Army Air Forces." 

You can readily understand why hard
nosed newsmen and combat Veterans chose 
Vosler over the other Army Air Force Medal 
of Honor Recipients when you read the ac
count of his heroic deed. 

Vosler, at age 20, was a radio operator and 
gunner on a B-17. His flying fortress was on 
a bombing mission to Bremen, Germany, De
cember 20 , 1943, when it was attacked by a 
fighter, losing two engines. Knocked out of 
the 303rd Bomb Group formation, it con
tinued to the target at low altitude, released 
the bombs, and turned for home. 

German fighters swarmed around the 
crippled plane. Vosler kept up a steady 
barrage of fire until a 20mm. shell ripped 
through the fuselage and exploded near his 
legs. Blood oozed out of the top of his boots 
from the wounds In his feet and legs. Turn
Ing around from his gun position, he noticed 
the tail gunner was badly wounded. Realiz
Ing that the fighters were concentrating on 
the Fortress' tail, he staggered back to man 
the gun. 

While firing, he was hit in the chest and 
face by another 20 mm. shell. Pieces of metal 
lodged in both eyes, impairing his vision to 
such an extent that he could only distin
guish blurred shapes. Declining first aid 
treatment, he continued firing until , as he 
describes it, "Jerries ran out of ammuni
tion." 

Losing altitude and fuel rapidly as the 
Fortress approached the coast of France, the 
crew Jettisoned every bit of extra weight. 
Adding to the dilemma, Vosler's radio was 
knocked out during the air battle. Wit h 
blood running out of his eyes and unable to 
see, Vosler repaired the radio entirely by 
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touch. He was able to send out distress 
signals despite several lapses of uncon
s::iousness. 

Headquarters directed them to a Nor
wegian trawler in the North Sea. The pilot 
miraculously fiew the crippled B-17 to the 
trawler and ditched. The blind Vosler 
crawled out to the wing unaided. Hearing 
the moans of the wounded tall gunner, he 
held him until the other crew members 
could get them into a dinghy. He was later 
pic'~<-ed uu by a PT boat and rushed to a 
Northampton Hospital. 

Following years of recuperation, he re
turned to Syracuse, New York to attend col
lege, but with one eye gone, and the other 
requiring extensive surgery, he decided to 
drop out. 

After a stint as a radio station engineer, 
Vosler decided to once again serve his coun
try. Today his VA extension office handles 
Veteran matters for the Syracuse area, cov
ering eighteen counties. e 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to: 

Mr. CoRMAN <at the request of Mr. 
WRIGHT), after 10:40 a.m. today, on ac
count of official business. 

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON (at the request 
of Mr. BROWN of California), for today, 
on account of personal business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. MooRHEAD of Pennsylvania, tore
vise and extend his remarks following all 
legislative business and any special or
ders heretofore entered into and ad
dress the House for 30 minutes today. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. DouGHERTY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material: ) 

Mr. KEMP, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio, for 30 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. CoRcoRAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BEREUTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HANSEN, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. FRENZEL, for 20 minutes, today. 
Mr. GREEN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. McKINNEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SYMMs, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. HEcKLER, for 5 minutes, today. 
<The following Members <at the re-

quest of Mr. ANTHONY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. GoNzALEZ, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CoTTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. REuss, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. WHITTEN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DRINAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. NELSON, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. Donn, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ST GERMAIN, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. CARR, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. BARNES, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CAVANAUGH, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. PREYER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. UDALL, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. PEPPER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BRADEMAS, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. McDONALD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANTHONY, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. ALEXANDER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MoAKLEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BINGHAM, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. MINISH, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MURTHA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HAWKINS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, for 10 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. SEIBERLING, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. ZABLOCKI, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. LATTA, to revise and extend his 
remarks immediately prior to the passage 
ofH.R. 927. 

Mr. GILMAN, his remarks immediately 
following Mr. FOLEY's remarks on H.R. 
3765, during general debate. 

Mr. CARTER, and to include extraneous 
matter notwithstanding the fact that it 
exceeds 2 pages of the RECORD and is 
estimated by the Public Printer to cost 
$1,080.75. 

Mr. BAUMAN, and to include extra
neous matter notwithstanding the fact 
that it exceeds 2 pages of the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD and is estimated by the 
Public Printer to cost $2,554.50. 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. DouGHERTY) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
Mr. KEMP in six instances. 
Mr. GILMAN in six instances. 
Mr. CARTER in two instances. 
Mr. QUILLEN. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio in three instances. 
Mr. MARTIN in two instances. 
Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE. 
Mr. ROYER. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
Mr. GRADISON. 
Mr. MYERS in three instances. 
Mr. MADIGAN. 
Mr. RUDD. 
Mr. RITTER in two instances. 
Mr. WAMPLER. 
Mr. GRASSLEY in two instances. 
Mr. HANSEN in five instances. 
Mr. WYDLER in three instances. 
Mr. LEWIS in two instances. 
Mr. PURSELL. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
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Mr. ROUSSE LOT. 
Mr. WINN. 
Mr. GOODLING. 
Mr. HYDE. 
Mr. FRENZEL in six instances. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. 
Mr. BROYHILL. 
Mr. CAMPBELL. 
Mr. BEARD of Tennessee in two in-

stances. 
Mr. LATTA. 
Mr. RHODES. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in four instances. 
Mr. AsHBROOK in two instances. 
Mr. SAWYER. 
Mr. DoRNAN in three instances. 
Mr. SHUSTER in 10 instances. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 
Mr. CORCORAN. 
Mr. GINGRICH. 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of California 

in three instances. 
Mrs. HECKLER. 
Mr. ROTH. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. 
Mr. McCLOSKEY. 
<The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. ANTHONY) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr.RODlNO. 
Mr. RoE in six instances. 
Mr. JOHN L. BURTON in two instances. 
Mr. BARNARD. 
Mr. HALL of Texas in two instances. 
Mr. STOKES in two instances. 
Mr. VANIK. 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. 
Mr. ATKINSON in two instances. 
Mr. FISHER in four instances. 
Mr. MILLER of California. 
Mr. ROSENTHAL. 
Mr. SIMON. 
Mr. UDALL. 
Mr. McDoNALD in 10 instances. 
Mr. ATKINSON. 
Mr. LEHMAN. 
Mr. FARY in two instances. 
Mr. MARKEY in three instances. 
Mr. PREYER. 
Mr.BoNKER. 
Ms. 0AKAR. 

Mr. RANGEL. 
Ms. FERRARo in two instances. 
Mr. HANCE. 
Mr. CLAY in two instances. 
Mr.DRINAN. 
Mr. CORMAN. 
Mr. HAWKINS. 
Mr. McCoRMACK. 
Mr. GAYDOS. 
Mr. SOLARZ. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
Mr. FoLEY. 
Mr. MAzzoLI in two instances. 
Mr. STUDDs in two instances. 
Mr. BENJAMIN. 
Mr. RoYBAL. 

Mr. HANCE. 
Mr. NEAL. 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker's table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 2887. An act to protect the confidenti
ality of data made available to the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

SENATE 
JOINT 

ENROLLED BILLS AND 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to enrolled bills and a joint resolu
tion of the Senate of the following titles: 

S. 985. An act to amend the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act; 

S. 1640. An act to extend certain authori
ties of the Secretary of the Interior with 
respect to water resources research and de
velopment and saline water conversion re
search and development programs, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 1790. An act to limit governmental 
search and seizure of documentary mate
'rlals possessed by persons, to provide a rem
edy for persons aggrieved by violations of 
the provisions of this Act, and for other 
persons; 

S. 1946. An act to reform the economic 
regulation of railroads, and for other pur
poses; 

S. 3180. An act to repeal a provision of the 
Refugee Education Assistance Act of 1980. 

S. J . Res. 201. Joint resolution to provide 
for the designation of a week as "National 
Lupus Week." 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO
LUTIONS SIGNED 

Mr. NEDZI, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills and joint resolutions 
of the House of the following titles, 
which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H .R. 4310. An act to amend the Federal 
Boat Safety Act of 1971 to promote recrea
tional boating safety through the develop
ment, administration, and financing of a 
national recreational boating safety improve
ment program, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 528. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for updated and ex
panded rehabllitation programs for veterans 
with service-connected disabll1ties, to pro
vide a 10-percent increase in the rates of 
educational assistance under the GI bill, to 
make certain improvements in the educa
tional assistance programs for veterans and 
eligible survivors and dependents, to revise 
and expand veterans• employment and traln
lng programs, and to provide for certain cost 
savings, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 6065. An act to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide that military leave 
be made available for Federal employees on 
a fiscal year rather than a calendar year 
basis to allow certain unused leave to ac
cumulate for subsequent use, and for other 
purposes; 

H.R. 6554. An act to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal year 1981 and a supplemental 

appropriation for fiscal year 1980 for certain 
maritime programs of the Department of 
Commerce, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 7085. An act to provide certain bene
fits to individuals held hostage in Iran and 
to similarly situated individuals, and for 
other purposes; 

H.R. 7301. An act to authorize certain con
struction at military installations for fiscal 
year 1981, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 7592. An act making appropriations 
for m111tary construction for the Department 
of Defense for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 19iH, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 8202. An act to continue in effect any 
authority provided under the Department of 
Justice Appropriation Authorization Act, 
Fiscal Year 1980, for a certain period; 

H .J. Res. 472. Joint resolution designating 
October 19, 1981, as a "Day of National Ob
servance of the 200th anniversary of the sur
render of Lord Cornwallis to Gen. George 
Washington at Yorktown, Va.; and 

H .J. Res. 568. Joint resolution to authorlze 
and request the President to issue a procla
mation designating October 12 through Octo
ber 19, 1980, as "Italian-American Heritage 
Week." 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. NEDZI, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on October 1, 1980, 
present to the President, for his approv
al, bills and a joint resolution of the 
House of the following titles: 

H.R. 6331. An act to amend the act of 
July 31, 1946, as amended, relating to the 
U.S. Capitol Grounds, and for other pur
poses; 

H.R. 7218. An act to establish the Martin 
Luther King, Jr., National Historic Site in 
the State of Georgia, and for other pur
poses; 

H.R. 7939. An act to amend the Securities 
Investor Protector Act to increase the 
amount of protection available under such 
act to customers of brokers and dealers, and 
to provide for the applicability of the Right 
lto Financial Privacy Act of 1978 to the Se
curities and Exchange Commission; and 

H.J. Res. 560. Joint resolution to pro
claim March 19, 1981, as "National Agricul
ture Day.'• 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
<at 5 o'clock and 18 minutes p.m.), pur
suant to the provisions of Senate Con
current Resolution 126 of the 96th Con
gress, the House adjourned until 
Wednesday, November 12, 1980, at 12 
o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

5430. A letter from the Chairman, Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 
transmitting technical amendments to reg
ulation E, which implements the Electronic 
Fund Transfer Act, pursuant to section 904 
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(a) (4) of the act; to the Committee on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

5431. A letter from the Administrator of 
General Services, transmitting a report on 
his latest investigations of the cost of travel 
and the operation of privately owned vehicles 
to Federal employees while engaged on official 
business, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 5707(b) (1) , 
and the determinations of the average actual 
cost per mile for the use of a privately owned 
automobile, motorcycle, and a irplane, pur
suant to 5 U.S.C. 5707(b) (2); to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

5432. A letter from t he Assistant Secretary 
for Health, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting notice of a proposed 
new records system, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
552a(o); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

5433. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Labor Relations Authority, transmitting 
notice of various proposed new records sys
tem, pursuant to -5 U.S .C. 552a (o); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

5434. A letter from t he Acting Commis
sioner, Immigration and Nat uralization Serv
ice, Department of Justice, t ransmitting 
copies of orders suspending deportation un
der the authority of section 244 (a) (1) of t he 
Immigration and Nationality Act, together 
with a list of the persons involved, pursuant 
to section 244(c) of the act; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

5435. A letter from the Chairman, Select 
Commission on Immigration and Refugee 
Polley, transmitting the Commission's second 
semic.n~ual report, pursuant to section 4 (d) 
of Fublic Law 95-412 , as amended; to t he 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

5436. A letter from t he Assistant Adminis
trator, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, Department of Commerce, 
transmitting notice of the proposed designa
tion of the Channel Islands National Marine 
Sanctuary off the coast of California, pur
suant to section 302 (h) of the Marine Pro
tecti0n, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 
1972, as amended; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of comrrnittees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa: Committee on Small 
Business. Report on Conszlomerate Mergers
Their Effects on Small Business and Local 
Communities (Rept. No. 96-1447) . Referred 
to l;he Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa: Committee on Small 
Business. Report on 1nventory Accounting 
as a Burden on the Capital Formation Proc
ess (Rept. No. 96-1448). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Government 
Operations. Report on Continued Need for 
the Veterans' Administration's Record Proc
essing Center in St. Louis (Rept. No. 96-
1449). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. PERKINS: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H .R. 6868. A bill to establish a 
commission to examine existing volunteer 
service opportunities, including opportunities 
under the Domestic Volunteer Service Act 
of 1973, to examine alternative comprehen
sive national service programs, and to de-

velop a comprehensive national service pro
gram; with amendment (Rept. No. 96-1450, 
pt. 1) . Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa: Committee on Small 
Business. Report on the role of Government 
funding and its impact on small business 
in the solar energy industry (Rept. No. 
96-1451). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Government 
Operations. Report on evaluating nuclear 
utilities' performance: Nuclear Re~ulatory 
Commission Oversight (Rept. No. 96-1452). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. H.R. 5417. A bill to 
exempt the Milner Dam from certain require
ments of the Federal Power Act (16 U .S.C. 
807), and for other purposes; with amend
ments (Rept. No. 96-1453) . Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. STAGGERS : Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. S . 1828. A bill to 
exempt the Milner Dam from certain require
ments of the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 
807), and for other purposes; with amend
ments (Rept. No. 96-1454). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. ASHLEY: Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. Oversight Report on 
the United States-Canada East Coast Fishery 
Agreement and Boundary Treaty (Rept. No. 
96-1455). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, Public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. ANTHONY: 
H .R. 8276. A bill to authorize an improved 

research, development, and demonstration 
program for advanced technology to produce 
energy from gas resources; jointly, to the 
Committees on Jnterior and Jns,,lar Affairs, 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and Sci
ence and Technology. 

By Mr. BROYHILL: 
H .R. 8277. A bill to regulate and foster 

commerce among the States by providing a 
system for the taxation of interstate com
merce; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CARTER: 
H .R. 8278. A bill to amend title 38 of the 

Unit ed States Code to make certain veterans 
entit led to wartime disab111ty compensation 
for disab111ties and diseases caused by or 
attributable to exposure to atomic or nuclear 
radiation during their period of active serv
ice; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. CAVANAUGH: 
H.R. 8279. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act and chapter 21 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to increase 
the minimum amount of cash remuneration 
which an individual performing domestic 
service in the private home of an employer 
must receive from such employer in any 
quarter in order to have such remuneration 
counted as covered wages for either benefit 
or tax purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio: 
H .R . 8280. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the 
amount of depreciation deduction with re-

spect to any property for a taxable year shall 
be an amount selected by the taxpayer; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 8281. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that tax
payers may elect a. 12-month amortization 
period (in lieu of the 60-month period) for 
any certified pollution control facility; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 8282. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a. simplified 
cost recovery system for recovery property; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. OOTTER: 
H.R. 8283. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to extend and liberal
ize the deduction for individual retirement 
savings; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PHTI..IP M. CRANE: 
H .R. £284. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code to repeal the "family shelter 
tax"; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DRINAN: 
H .R. 8285. A b111 to amend titles 18 and 

17 of the United States Code to strengthen 
the laws against record, tape, and film piracy 
and counterfeiting, and for other purposes: 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma: 
H.R. 8286. A bill to amend title 10 of th~ 

United States Code to allow tbe Secretaries.; 
of th e military depart ment s to establish pro
grams to provide educational assistance tn 
individuals enlisting in t he Armed Forces; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. EVANS of Indiana. (for himself 
and Mr. JACOBS) : 

H.R. 8287. A bill to provide that interest 
on certain obliga.t1ons issued by certain vol
unteer fire de:>artments shall be exempt 
from Federal income tax; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GOLDWATER: 
H .R. 8288. A b111 to amend the National 

Flood Insurance Act of 1968 for the purpose 
of providing insurance wit h respect to dam
age caused by flood-related landslides, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs . 

H .R. 8289. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to increase from 60 to 90 per
cent the percentage of tuition and fees for 
an approved pro'?l"am of flight training which 
is paid by the Veterans' Administration un
der the GI bill educational assistance pro
gram; to the Committ ee on Veterans' Af
fairs. 

By Mr. GONZALEZ: 
H .R. 8290. A bill to amend the In.tern&l 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide tax in
centives to encourage the buildin~ and rP
habilitation of rental housing; and low-in
come rental housing; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GUARTNI (for himself, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. LELAND, Mr. GARCIA, M$;. 

FERRARO, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. CAVA
NAUGH, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mrs. SCHROE
DER, Mr. DANNEMEYER, and M.<t 
OAKAR): 

H .R. 8291. A bill to designate the New 
York Bulk and Foreign Mail Center at Jer
sey Clty, N.J ., as the "Michael McDermott 
Bulk and Foreign Mail Center" ; to the Com
mittee on Public Works and Tl'ansportatlon. 

By Mr. HANCE: 
H.R. 8292. A bill to regulate the use of off

road vehicles on public lands, to require 
registration fees to be paid to the Govern
ment for the operation of such vehicles on 
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public lands, to provide for the amounts col
lected from such fees to be expended for the 
management of offroad vehicles on public 
lands and for the rehabilitation of areas 
damaged by such vehicles, and for other pur
poses; to the COIIlillittee on Interior and 
lnsular Affairs. 

By Mrs. HECKLER: 
H .R. 8293. A biH to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 w-ith respect to the 
deduction for business gifts awwrded to em
ployees by reason of length of service or for 
safety achievement; to the Committee on 
Ways and Mea.ns. 

H .R. 8294. A blll to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for the 
establishment of tax-exempt individual 
hou.;ing accounts to assist individuals in the 
purcha.;e of a principal residence, and to 
provide the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development with authorl-ty to provide ad
ditional homeownershlp opportunities for 
fi'rst-tlme homebuyers; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Ways and Means and Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. HrGHTOWER (for himself, Mr. 
GRAMM, Mr. HANCE, Mr. STENHOLM, 
and Mr. WILLrAMS of Montana): 

H.R. 8295. A blll to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt from the 
windfall profit tax oil produced from in
terests held by or for residential child care 
agencies; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. KEMP: 
H.R. 8296. A blll to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that, in 
the case of certain vessels documented under 
the laws of the United States, the deduction 
for depreciation may be computed using a 
useful life of 1 year, and for other purposes: 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LAFALCE: 
H .R. 8297. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to disallow certain ex
pens~ for advertising on foreign broadca51t 
stations; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. LUJAN: 
H.R. 8298. A bill to designate certain na

tional forest system lands in the State of 
New Mexico for inclusion in the national 
wilderness preservation system, and for other 
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on 
Agriculture and Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. MARTIN (for himself and Mr. 
FRENZEL): 

H.R. 8299. A blll to amend the Tax Reform 
Act of 1976 to postpone certain effective 
dates; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MICA: 
H.R. 8300. A blll to amend the Veterans' 

Health Programs Extension and Improvement 
Act of 1979 to require the issuance of guide
lines for resolving claims for veterans• bene
fits based on exposure to the phenoxy her
bicide known as Agent Orange during service 
in the Armed Forces of the United States in 
the Republic of Vietnam during the Viet
nam conflict; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 8301. A bill to create the Reconstruc

tion Finance Corporation of 1980, to author
ize such Corporation to issue obligations and 
provide loans and loan guarantees to quali
fying business enterprises and local govern
mental units, and to provide for a temporary 
surtax on the income of major business cor
porations to provide the capital for the cor
poration; jointly, to the Committees on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs and 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PICKLE: 
H.R. 8302. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow employees a 
deduction for savings contributions to em
ployer retirement plans or to individual re
tirement plans; to the Committee on Ways 
and. Means. 

By Mr. RITTER: 
H.R. 8303. A bill to establish a coordinated 

program under the direction of the Office of 
Science and. Technology Policy for improv
ing and facilitating the use of risk analysis 
by those Federal agencies concerned with 
scientific and technological decisions related 
to human life, health, and protection of the 
environment; to the Committee on Science 
and Technology. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H.R. 8304. A bill to compensate certain 

individuals from whom title to land was 
taken by the Federal Government pursuant 
to the American-Mexican Chamizal Conven
tion Act of 1964 without just compensation; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RUDD (for himself and Mr. 
RHODES): 

H.R. 8305. A bill to amend. the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the amount 
allowable as a deduction for charitable con
tributions of certa.ln items created by the 
taxpayer; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mrs. SCHROEDER: 
H.R. 8306. A bill to amend title 5 of the 

United States Code to require that perform
ance appraisals include the extent to which 
cost reduction goals and management objec
tives are obtained, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on Government 
Operations and Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa: 
H.R. 8307. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to promote capital 
investment in small business, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H.R. 8308. A blll to authorize appropria

tions for fiscal year 1981 for the Navy for 
research of a shallow underwater missile 
(SUM) submarine system; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

H.R. 8309. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act and the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954 to provide for comprehen
sive health care reform, and for other pur
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Ways 
and Means and Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. SYMMS: 
H.R. 8310. A blll to provide for the con

veyance of certain Federal lands adjacent to 
Lake Shore Drive, Lake Lowell, Boise project, 
Idaho; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. UDALL (for himself, Mr. EvANS, 
Of Delaware, Mr. ASHLEY, Mr. PHILLIP 
BURTON, and Mr. SEIBERLING) : 

H.R. 8311. A b111 to amend the Alaska Na
tional Interest Lands Conservation Act and 
for other purposes; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Interior and Insular Affairs and 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. ' 

By Mr. WAMPLER : 
H.R. 8312. A bill to enhance the production 

of food and fiber and to eliminate hazards to 
the agricultural community by providing tor 
the regulation by the Secretary of Agricul
ture of the movement of biological organisms 
in the United States; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. CLAUSEN: 
H.R. 8313. A b111 to amend title IV of the 

Social Security Act to improve the opera
tion of the AFDC program, to give the States 
a fiscal Incentive to reduce error and waste 
In the AFDC program, to permit the States 
to use savings from the AFDC program to 
defray the costs of other welfare programs, 
to provide fiscal relief to the States under 
the AFDC program, to make it clear that 
States may impose work requirements as a 
condition of eligibillty for AFDC payments, 
and to establish a demonstration project to 
provide a pilot test of the States' ab111ty to 
create their own welfare programs as an al
ternative to the AFDC program; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr. 
JAcoas, Mr. RoussELOT, Mr. SoLo
MON, and Mrs. HOLT) : 

H.J. Res. 624. Joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution' to pro
mote fiscal responsib111ty; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GREEN: 
H.J. Res. 625. Joint resolution designating 

the week beginning October 19, 1980 as ··sla
vic Culture Week"; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. TAUKE: 
H.J. Res. 626. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States guaranteeing the right to life; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GUARINI (for himself, Mr. 
GEPHARDT, Mr. UDALL, Mr. LEVITAS, 
Mr. WEISS, and Mr. BAILEY) ; 

H. Con. Res. 444. Concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of Congress respecting 
the televising of oral arguments before the 
Supreme Court of the United States; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 
H. Con. Res. 445. Concurrent resolution 

expressing the sense of the Congress that 
any Federal agency that utilizes the Draize 
rabbit eye irritancy test should develop and 
validate alternative opthalmic testing pro
cedures that do not require the use of ani
mal test subjects; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. PREYER (for himself, Mr. 
BROOKS, Mr. ANDREWS of North Caro
lina, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. 
BEILENSON, Mr. BURGENER, Mr. CAMP
BELL, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. CARTER, Mr. 
KINDNESS, Mr. CAVANAUGH, Mr. CLAU
SEN, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. COELHO, Mrs. 
COLLINS Of IllinOiS, Mr. DANIEL B. 
CRANE, Mr. D'AMOURS, Mr. DASCHLE, 
Mr. DORNAN, Mr. EVANS of Indiana, 
Mr. FISHER, Mr. FoRSYTHE, Mr. FoUN
TAIN, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. GmBONS, Mr. 
GOLDWATER, Mr. GUDGER, Mr. GUYER, 
Mr. HAGEDORN, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. 
HANSEN, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. HUBBARD, 
Mr. !cHORD, Mr. JEFFRIES, Mr. JONES 
of North Carolina, Mr. KAsTENMEIER, 
Mr. KosTMAYER, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO, Mr. LATTA, Mr. MADI
GAN, Mr. MAGUIRE, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. 
MARTIN, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. MCDADE, 
Mr. McDoNALD, Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. 
MoFFETT, Mr. MoLLOHAN, Mr. MYERS 
of Indiana, Mr. NEAL, Mr. NICHOLS, 
Mr. PANETTA, Mr. RosE, Mr. RosEN
THAL, Mr. ROTH, Mr. SATTERFIELD, 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. 
SHUMWAY, Mr. SIMON, Mr. SNYDER, 
Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. STANGELAND, 
Mr. STANTON, Mr. STARK, Mr. SYNAR, 
Mr. TAUKE, Mr. WALGREN, Mr. WEISS, 
Mr. WHITE, Mr. WHITLEY, Mr. WIL
LIAMS Of Montana, Mr. WINN, Mr. 
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WmTH, Mr. YATRON, Mr. YoUNG of 
Missouri, Mr. ROBERT W. DANIEL, JR., 
Mr. ERTEL, Mr. HANCE, Mrs. SNOWE, 
Mr. HUGHES, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. WAX
MAN, Mr. HIGHTOWER, and Mr. 
HORTON): 

H. Con. Res. 446. Concurrent resolution 
eJq>ressing the sense of the Congress wi-th 
regard to the number of digits which should 
be used as ZIP codes or other codes used for 
mail delivery; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. NEDZI: 
H. Res. 806. Resolution to provide for the 

printing as a House document of tributes 
made to the late Honorable F. Edward 
Hebert on the floor of the House; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. BETHUNE presented a bill (H.R. 8314) 

for the relief of Ove Nor'ivist Hansen, which 
was referred to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolutions 
a.s follows: 

H.R. 503: Mr. EVANS of Delaware. 
H.R. 1053: Mr. HARRIS. 
H.R. 1542: Mr. DouGHERTY 

BEREUTER. 
and Mr. 

H.R. 1600: Mr. SHUSTER, Mrs. HECKLER, 
and Mr. BUTLER. 

H.R. 1785: Mr. SHELBY, Mr. PHILIP M. 
CRANE, and Mr. PATTERSON. 

H.R. 3825: Mr. LEDERER. 
H .R. 4796: Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 5211: Mrs. HOLT. 
H.R. 5339: Ms. FERRARO. 
H.R. 5466: Mr. CAVANAUGH, Mr. DASCHLE, 

Ms. FERRARO, Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. HARKm, Mrs. 
HECKLER, Mr. MINISH, Mr. RoTH, Mr. WYLIE, 
Mr. HUCKABY, and Mr. WALGREN. 

H.R. 5947: Mr. KOGOVSEX. 
H.R. 6171: Ms. FERRARO and Mrs. HECKLER. 
H.R. 6194: Mrs. HE:JKLER. 
H .R. 6400: Mr. CARTE"t, Mr. CoLFMAN, Mr. 

RoBERT W. DANIEL, Jr., Mr. DAVIS of Michigan, 
Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. GUYER, 
Mrs. HECKLER, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. KEMP, Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. McDONALD, 
Mr. PoRTER, Mr. WHITEHURST, and Mr. WYLIE. 

H.R. 6637: Mr. BAFALIS. 
H.R. 6709: Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. SAW-

YER, and Mrs. HOLTZMAN. 
H.R. 7245. Mr. BURGENER. 
H.R. 7346: Mr. FITHIAN. 
H.R. 7441: Mr. MADIGAN, Mr. DAVIS of South 

Carolina, Mr. COURTER, Mr. ROBERT W. DANIEL, 
JR., Mr. MITCHELL of New York, Mr. HOPKINS, 
Mr. HILLIS, Mr. SYMMS, Mrs. HECKLER, Mr. 
MYERS Of Jndiana, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. EMERY, 
Mr. GRISHAM, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. EVANS of the 
Virgin Islands, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. BRINKLEY, 
Mr. DAN DANIEL, Mr. CLINGER. Mr. STENHOLM 
Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. HIGHTOWER, Mr. ROYER', 
Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. SKELTON, Mrs. SPELLMAN 
and Mr. HUTTo. ' 

H.R. 7506: Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. 
JACOBs, Mr. LoTT, Mr. RAILSBACK, and Mr. 
WAMPLER. 

H.R. 7576: Mrs. SPELLMAN, Mr. PRITCHARD, 
Mr. LUNDINE, Mrs. HECKLER, Mr. GREEN, Mr. 

JENRETTE, Mr. GUDGER, Mr. EVANS of Dela
ware, Mr. MARKS, and Mr. McCoRMACK. 

H.R. 7885: Mr. MINETA and Mrs. HECKLER. 
H.R. 7906: Mr. RoTH, Mrs. SPELLMAN, Mr. 

JoHNSON of California, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. 
WILLIAMS of Montana., and Mr. FISHER. 

H.R. 7983: Mr. EJWARDs of California, Mr. 
TRAXLER, Mrs. HECKLER, and Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 

H .R. 8026: Mr. SNYDER. 
H.R. 8031: Mr. MURPHY of New York. 
H .R. 8066: Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. 

LEAcH of Iowa, Mr. LuJAN, Mr. PoRTER, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. GREEN, 
Mr. WEAVER, Mr. ERTEL, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. 
CHARLES WILSON of Texas, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. 
ADDABBO, and Mr. LEHMAN. 

H.R. 8083: Mr. WoLFF. 
H.R. 8092: Mr. HUGHES, Mr. COELHO, Mr. 

DANIEL B. CRANE, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. HARRIS, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. PATTERSON, Mr. DERWINSKI, 
and Mr. MAzzoLI. 

H.R. 8099: Mr. BEDELL, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
CORRADA, Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. EDWARDS of Cali
fornia, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. 
HINSON, Mr. HORTON, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. 
MAGUmE, Mr. MARRIOTT, Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. 
MAZZOLI, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. MIN
ETA, Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland, Mr. MOLLO
HAN, Ms. 0AKAR, Mr. PATTERSON, Mr. PURSELL, 
Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. ROE, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. 
WINN, Mr. YOUNG of Missouri, and Mr. 
SOLARZ. 

H.R. 8111: Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. NOWAK, and 
Mr. HUGHES. 

H.R. 8119: Mr. VAN DEERLIN and Mr. 
DASCHLE. 

H .R. 8120: Mr. HORTON, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. 
MCKINNEY, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. MOORHEAD 
of California. Mr. HALL of Tevas. Mr. GUYER, 
Mr. PEPPER, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. DE LA GARZA, 
Jllh r.I"RSYT- E M- c .. R'T'f'R , l' -- 0 f'l-'T'l;;R. ]\JI'r . 
SHUMWAY, Mr. WINN, Mr. McDONALD, Mr. 
TAYLOR, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. YOUNG of Mis
souri, Mr. ERDI!HL. 1V"r. T O""T. M:-. KRAMER, 
Mr. BADHAM, and Mr. WHITEHURST. 

H .R. 8148: Mr. ARCHER and Mr. ROUSSELOT. 
H .R . 8164: Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. KILDEE, Mrs. 

CHISHOLM, Mr. MOFFETT, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. NowAK, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. 
MOTTL, and Mr. STOKES. 

H.R. 8205: Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. WINN, and 
Mr. DAVIS of Michigan. 

H.R. 8210: Mr. WINN, Mr. PREYER, Mr. 
HINSON, and Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. 

H .R. 8219: Mr. WEISS and Mr. GOLDWATER. 
H.J. Res. 596: Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. STANGE

LAND, Mr. LOEFFLER, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. 
GINGRICH, Mr. CHENEY, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mrs. 
SNOWE, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. STUMP, Mr. FASCELL, 
Mr. BONER Of Tennessee, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. 
CLAUSEN, Mr. YOUNG of Missouri, Mr. GUYER, 
Mr. FRosT, Mr. CoRRADA, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. 
ROBINSON, Mr. RoSENTHAL, Mr. WINN, and 
Mrs. HOLT. 

H.J. 608: Mr. McEWEN, Mr. OTTINGER, and 
Mr. SIMON. 

H.J. Res. 613: Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. LEDERER, 
Mr. PATTERSON, Mr. KEMP, Mr. KOGOVSEK, 
Mr. FAZIO, Mr. HORTON, Mr. HIGHTOWER, Mrs. 
CHISHOLM, Mr. WINN, Mr. NOLAN, Mr. STEED, 
Mr. WOLPE, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. EDWARDS of 
Alabama, Mr. WON PAT, Mr. EVANS of the 
Virgin Islands, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. HINSON, Mr. 
HUBBARD, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 
PANETTA, Mr. PORTER, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. AN
DERSON of California, Mr. ERDAHL, Mr. HAWK
INS, Mr. RoE, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. SHANNON, 
Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. SEBELrus, Mr. BowEN, Mr. 
YOUNG Of Alaska, Mr. MINETA, Mr. SABo, Mr. 
EDWARDS Of Oklahoma, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 

COELHO, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. SIMON, 
PHILLIP BURTON. 

H. Con. Res. 405: Mr. GooDLING. 
H. Con. Res. 409: Mr. HARKIN 

MITCHELL of New York. 
H. Con. Res. 418: Mr. SKELTON. 
H. Con. Res. 422: Mr. LoTT. 

and Mr. 

and Mr. 

H. Con. Res. 438: Mr. BRODHEAD, Mr. 
MAGumE, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. 
GRt.DISON, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. AMBRO, Mr. SOLARZ, 
Mr. WmTH, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mrs. ScHROE
DER, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. KRAMER, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 
WILLIAMS of Ohio, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. BONIOR of 
Michigan, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. STACK, Mr. 
FORSYTHE, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
PoRTER, Mr. DowNEY, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. Au
CorN, Mr. GREEN, Mr. KILDEE, Mrs. FENWICK, 
Mr. FOWLER, Mrs. HECKLER, Mr. SABO, Mr. 
EVANS Of the Virgin Islands, Mr. DOUGHERTY, 
Mr. HUGHES, Mr. HOLLENBECK, Mr. EDWARDS 
of California, Mr. GLICKMAN, and Mr. 
DICKS. 

H . Con. Res. 443: Mr. ROSENTHAL. 
H . Res. 729: Mr. STUMP, Mr. YOUNG o! 

Florida, and Mr. ANDREws of North Carolina. 
H . Res. 774: Mr. PHILLIP BURTON, Mrs. 

SPELLMAN, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. 
GARCIA, and Mr. WEAVER. 

H. Res. 803: Mr. BADHAM, Mr. ROYER, and 
Mr. ANDERSON of California. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Uader clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

444. By the SPEAKER. Petition of the 
Council of Old South Church in Boston 
Mass., relative to Iran and Afghanistan; t~ 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

445. Also, petition of the New England As
sociation of Chiefs of Police, Dover, N.H., 
relative to the Drug Enforcement Adminis
tration and the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

AMENDMENTS 

Under clause 6 of rule xxm, pro
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 6704 
By Mr. KRAMER: 

-Page 26, after line, 14, insert the follow
ing new section (and redesignate the sub
sequent sections accordingly): 

USE OF FUNDS 
SEc. 13. (a) Section 227 of the Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act ot 
1974 (42 U.S.C. 5637) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sub
section: 

" (c) Funds paid pursuant to section 223 
(a} (10) (D) and section 224(a) (7} to any 
public or private agency, organization, or 
institution or to any individual (whether 
directly or through a State criminal justice 
council} shall not be used to pay for any 
personal service, advertisement, telegram, 
telephone communication, letter, printed or 
written matter, or other device, intended 
or designed to influence a Member of the 
Congress or any other Federal, State, or 
local elected official to favor or oppose any 
Acts, bills, resolutions, or similar legisla
tion, or any referendum, initiative, consti
tutional amendment, or any similar pro
cedure by the Congress, any State legisla-
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ture, any local council, or any similar gov
erning body, except that this subsection 
shall not preclude such funds from being 
used in connection with communications to 
Federal, State, or local elected officials, upon 

the request of such officials through proper 
official channels, pertaining to authoriza
tion, appropriation, or oversight measures 
directly affecting the operation of the pro
gram involved. The Administrator shall take 

such action as may be necessary to ensure 
that no funds paid under section 223(a) 
{10) (D) or section 224(a) (7) are used 
either directly or indirectly in any manner 
prohibited in this subsection. 
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